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PEANUT ACREAGE ALLOTMENT 


WEDNESDAY, MARCH 26, 1958 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CommMopiry SUBCOMMITTEE ON PEanurts 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:45 a. m., in room 
1310, New House Office Building, Hon. John L. McMillan (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 
Present: Representatives McMillan (presiding), Abbitt, and Smith. 
Also present: Representatives Gathings, Matthews, Hagen, and 
Mabel C. Downey, clerk. 
Mr. McMitian (presiding). The committee will come to order. 
The committee has met this morning for the purpose of considering 
a bill introduced by Congressman Matthews of Florida, H. R. 11098. 
(H. R. 11098 is as follows:) 


[H. R. 11098, 85th, Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 with respect to acreage 
allotments for cotton and peanuts 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 344 of the Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1938, as amended (7 U. 8. C. 1844), is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection : 

“(n) The planting of cotton on a farm in 1957 or any subsequent year for 
which no farm acreage allotment was established shall not make the farm 
eligible for an allotment as an old farm under provisions of this section: Pro- 
vided, however, That, by reason of such planting, the farm need not be considered 
as ineligible for a new farm allotment under provisions of this section.” 

Sec. 2. Section 358 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended 
(7 U. S. C. 1858), is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection : 

“(i) The production of peanuts on a farm in 1957 or any subsequent year for 
which no farm acreage allotment was established shall not make the farm 
eligible for an allotment as an old farm under subsection (d) of this section: 
Provided, however, That by reason of such production the farm need not be 
considered as ineligible for a new farm allotment under subsection (f) of this 
section, but such production shall not be deemed past experience in the produc- 
tion of peanuts for any producer on the farm.” 


Mr. McMirian. We have with us Mr. James W. Merrill and Mr. 
James E. Thigpen from the Department of Agriculture. Will you 
move up to the witness stand ? 

We would like to hear the Department’s views on this legisla- 
tion. Mr. Matthews has indicated that he will make a statement 
or submit one for the record after the Department has spoken. 


1 
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STATEMENT OF JAMES W. MERRILL, CHIEF, PRODUCTION PRO- 
GRAM BRANCH, OILS AND PEANUT DIVISION, COMMODITY 
STABILIZATION SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE; ACCOMPANIED BY JAMES E. THIGPEN, DIREC- 
TOR, OILS AND PEANUT DIVISION 





PEANUTS 


Mr. Tuieren. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to make 
a short statement first. 

I believe that the problem here arises out of the situation which 
has existed on peanuts in recent years and which relates itself to the 
war, when the acreage of peanuts was roughly doubled at the re- 
quest of the Department to provide peanuts for the production of oil. 
After the war that acreage was reduced by approximately half; the 
allotments by States are, I might say, frozen by existing legisla- 
tion. 

With the price support for peanuts the crop is attractive to the 
farmers in the areas in which it is grown and consequently there 
is an effort on the part of farmers to increase their production or 
to get new allotments. 

Under existing legislation a farmer can plant peanuts without an 
allotment and the next year he becomes eligible for some allotment, 
or the farm becomes eligible for some allotment as an old farm. 

To the extent that allotments are established in such case the acre- 
age involved must be taken away from the other farmers who have 
been growing peanuts for a longer period of time and who already 
have allotments. That creates a rather difficult situation on the part 
of these farmers who had their acreages cut by half after the war. 

The Department, even though this acreage is reduced by half, still 
is faced in most years with some surplus coming from the minimum 
total allotment which is fixed by law and the diversion of that sur- 
plus isa relatively costly item. 

The change proposed here would prevent a farmer from planting 
without an allotment in a given year and then obtaining an allotment 
as an old farm in the next year. 

It would not, however, prevent that farmer from obtaining an 
allotment as a new farmer. It would prevent a consideration of acre- 
age grown without allotment as experience in establishing allotment 
for a new farm. 

I believe that is all that I care to say at the moment. 

Mr. McMitzan. Thank you. Any questions? 

Mr. Garurnes. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if this gentleman from the 
Department would give us some information with respect to the re- 
ductions that the growers in peanuts have to take as the result of the 
fact that these people who plant small acreages in peanuts get the 
old-farm status and are permitted to get a little of that acreage which 
is taken away from those other farmers in the county. I just won- 
dered how that affects these old growers who, I should think, grow 
more peanuts than the one with the smaller acreage. 

Mr. Tuicpen. Mr. Merrill, I believe you have the figures on that. 

Mr. Merriti. I do not have the exact figures on the subject. I 
think however that I can point out pretty generally how it has af- 
fected them in the past. 

Now, that varies tremendously by States. 
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Mr. Garuines. Yes, I would imagine it would. 

Mr. Merritt. In Mr. Matthews’ State of Florida for example, 
farmers have taken in any 1 given year as much as 3 or 4 percent 
reduction because of having to establish these allotments for farmers 
who had never grown peanuts before. In other words, these farmers 
did not come in and make application for a new-farm allotment. 
They just went out and grew peanuts without an allotment. Estab- 
lishing allotments for these farms has in certain years reduced the 
allotments for regular old farms by 3 or 4 percent. 

Mr. Garuines. And that would hurt, too, believe me, if it goes on 
year in and year out and that would make considerable difference in 
the income of these farmers; isn’t that so? 

Mr. Merriwz. That is right. However, in that regard I would like 
to point out that the legislation that the Congress enacted last year 
on green peanuts did help the situation considerably. 

As you know, there is a tremendous acreage of green peanuts grown 
in Florida and prior to the enactment of the green peanut legislation 
the State and county ASC committees had to establish allotments for 
these green peanut farms so that the legislation did help that situation. 

Mr. Garuines. As I understand from Mr. Matthews’ letter, they 
have approximately an allotment in the State of Florida of about 
54,000 acres. 

These farmers, of course, would assume that if that same allotment 
of 54,000 acres comes to the State each year, they would be given the 
same acreage on their particular farm ? 

Mr. Merrity. That is exactly right, sir. 

Mr. Garuines. And I just wondered whether or not it is the opin- 
ion of the Department—lI did not get your comments as to whether 
or not you would favor Mr. Matthews’ bill. 

Mr. Merritt. Mr. Matthews, prior to introducing this legislation, 
wrote a letter to the Department requesting the Department’s opinion 
on the bill. The Department informed Mr. Matthews that we favored 
the legislation. 

To carry it one step further, at the moment speaking of the problem 
close to Mr. Abbitt, this is not as serious a problem in the State of 
Florida as it is elsewhere—not as serious. 

Congressman Abbitt will remember that 2 years ago in Virginia, 
instead of a farm with a 10-acre allotment getting 10 acres, it received 
9.9 acres. Every farm with an allotment of less than 9 acres did not 
receive a reduction. This occurred because of the factoring process. 

Now, those fellows down there had a terrible time explaining why 
allotments of over 10 acres were reduced. 

Mr. Matruews. Mr. Chairman, may I at this point in the record 
submit the letter from Mr. True D. Morse, the Acting Secretary of 
Agriculture, dated March 14, 1958, in which the Department ex- 
pressed approval of this legislation ? 

Mr. McMitxan. Without objection. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., March 14, 1958. 
Hon. D. R. MATTHEWS, 
House of Representatives. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN MATTHEWS: This is in reply to your request of January 
2, 1958, for a statement of the Department’s position relative to provisions of a 
bill which you plan to introduce during the current session of Congress. 
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The Department favors enactment of legislation as proposed. 

As we understand your proposal, if enacted the legislation would provide 
(1) that the production of cotton or peanuts on a farm in 1957 or any sub- 
sequent year for which no farm acreage allotment was established would not 
make the farm eligible for an allotment as an old farm under provisions of 
existing legislation, (2) the production of these crops without an allotment 
would not cause the farm to be ineligible for a new farm allotment, and (3) the 
production of peanuts without an allotment would not be deemed as past ex- 
perience in the production of peanuts for any producer on the farm. 

Under provisions of existing legislation the production of peanuts on a farm 
for which an allotment has not been established makes the farm eligible for an 
allotment as an old farm in the following year. In the case of cotton, the farm 
is eligible for an allotment the following year if reserve acreage is available 
to the county for establishing an allotment for such farms. Thus the allotments 
for farms on which cotton or peanuts have been grown for a number of years 
are subject to continued reduction to provide acreage for farms which become 
eligible for allotments by reason of planting cotton or producing peanuts without 
an allotment. These reductions have been particularly disruptive in the case 
of peanuts. 

We would recommend that the word “production” appearing twice in section 
344 (n) of the bill you plan to introduce should be changed to “‘planting.”’ 


Enactment of the proposed legislation would not involve the expenditure of 
additional funds. 


The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 

of this report. 
Sincerely, 
TRUE D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 

Mr. Garuines. It does not seem to me that it could do any harm. 
I do not see that the change in the law as suggested by Mr. Matthews 
could in any way be objectionable. 

Now, I want to ask you this. What percentage of the 54,000 acres 
in the State of Florida is held back at the State level as a reserve for 
the present year and for last year?) Do you know what the Florida 
situation is? 

Mr. Matruews. Yes, I believe I could give you that. 

In the State of Florida last year they actually received 53,031 acres 
which was apportioned among 6,405 farms. They held out for reserve 
440 acres. 

Mr. Gaturnes. Who got that acreage / 

Mr. Merritt. The old growers. But to show you how the thing 
works, a farmer with a 10-acre allotment in Florida received 9.8 acres, 
because they had to factor all the allotments in the State about 98 
percent in order to bring allotments within the acreage allotted to the 
State. 

Mr. Gatuines. The farmers have been complaining to you, Mr. 
Matthews, have they, that they have received about 9.8 out of a 10- 
acre allotment ? 

Mr. Martruews. Well, I would say that the general complaint is 
that they just don’t understand why their allotment is reduced each 
year, when they look and see that the total amount apportioned to the 
State is pretty constant. They just don’t understand it. Would the 
gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Garuines. Yes. 

Mr. Martruews. Mr. Merrill, could you give me an idea as to how 
many of these six-thousand-odd peanut growers in Florida are those 
who just plant 1 acre each year ? 

Mr. Merri. The ones who plant less than 1 acre each year are 
not reflected in the 6,000 because under the act we do not establish 
allotments for farms on which 1 acre or less of peanuts are grown. 
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You have numerous farmers in the State of Florida who grow half 
an acre or just, say, less than 1.1 acre peanuts. They are not reflected 
in this total. 

Mr. Marrnuews. They have to plant at least 1 acre to get an allot- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Merritt. Yes, sir. The act excludes both for penalty and for 
allotment purposes farms where 1 acre or less of peanuts is produced. 

Mr. Matruews. In other words, the point I am trying to get at is, 
the general idea of the total number of peanut produce ers that might 
be affected if this legislation is passed to the extent it would deprive 
them of the opportunity of planting their 1 acre. 

Mr. Merriww. It would not deprive any farmer of planting 1 
acre. It would simply deprive those farmers of obtaining allotments 
that plant over an acre of peanuts without an allotment. 

Mr. Aspirr. Would the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Matruews. Yes. 

Mr. Assirr. In other words, if a man planted 4 acres without an 
allotment, in the next year he would come in with a request for an 
allotment because of his peanuts that he produced ? 

Mr. Merritt. That is right. This act, if I may say so—— 

Mr. Axsrrr. The tobacco people have taken care of their problem 
by similar legislation ? 

Mr. Merrity. That is right. 

Mr. Assitt. So that when a man plants 1 acre of tobacco he gets no 
credit. 

Mr. Merritt. It is rather interesting to know how the law reads 
on that point and I will read from section 358 (d) : 

The Secretary shall provide for apportionment of the State acreage allotment 
for any State through local committees among farms on which peanuts were 


grown in any of the three years immediately preceding the year for which such 
allotment is determined. 


Then it goes on and about one or two sentences down it says: 


Any acreage of peanuts harvested in excess of the allotted acreage for any 
farm for any year shall not be considered in the establishment of the allotment 
for the farm in succeeding years. 

These farms had no allotment, so it would appear that there is a 
slight conflict there as to what Congress intended. 

Mr. Assirr. Would you read that last sentence again ? 

Mr. Merrit (reading) : 

Any acreage of peanuts harvested in excess of the allotted acreage for any 
farm for any year shall not be considered in the establishment of the allotment 
for the farm in succeeding years. 

Mr. Treren. I might add that.if a farm would have peanuts 
harvested on it, it would not be eligible as a new farm for next year. 

Mr. Merrity. That is right. 

Mr. Hagen. As I understand it, any grower can grow 1 acre of 
peanuts, 

Mr. Merritt. That is right. 

Mr. Hagen. And that does not classify him as an old farm? 

Mr. Merrit. Yes, sir; it classifies the farm as an old farm. 

Mr. Hagen. Even if he grew less than an acre? 

Mr. Merriu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hacen. What do they do with those peanuts? They cannot 
market them, can they, without penalty ? 
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Mr. Merri. Oh, yes, sir. There is a provision which says that 
the penalty shall not apply to peanuts produced on any farm on 
which the acreage harvested for nuts is 1 acre or less. 

Mr. Hagen. In other words, they can go up to 1 acre without 
penalty ? 

Mr. Merri. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Hagen. However, if they grow over an acre they pay penalty 
on the overacreage. 

Mr. Merri. They pay penalty on everything. 

Mr. Hagen. Is that included in the history of the acreage in the 
State for peanuts ? 

Mr. Merrit. The history of the acreage in the State is not one 
of the factors that is considered in prorating the national peanut 
allotment among States. So actually it does not enter into it. 

Mr. Thigpen mentioned it briefly in his remarks—that each State 
each year receives the same percentage of the national allotment 
that was received the year before so it makes no difference whether 
the acreage is used in the State or not. 

A perfect example of this is in the State of Peeing There 
they received around 8,500 acres last year and actually allotted ap- 
proximately 300 acres. The rest of that acreage is frozen by the act. 

Mr. Hagen. And they are still in the peanut business to the extent 
of 8,500 acres? 

Mr. Merrizzt. That is right, but they could have allotted 8,500 
acres and they actually allotted approximately 300 acres so the history 
of the county and the State does not enter into the establishment of 
the national allotment or State allotments. 

Mr. Hagen. If the total planting on a farm is 5 acres, is his allot- 
ment based on history ? 

Mr. Tuicren. That is one of the factors. 

Mr. Merrity. That is one of the factors, but I think we should keep 
in mind under current legislation the farmer with a 5-acre allotment 
receives 5 acres history credit regardless of whether he plants. 

That is another reason why this problem is of the utmost impor- 
tance at this time. 

In the past we possibly had enough farms going out of the peanut 
business to take care of these people wanting to come in, but now 
allotments are frozen on farms through the automatic preservation 
of history. There is no way for an allotment to disappear. 

When a man goes out of the peanut business, the only way the al- 
lotment for his farm could be reflected in other allotments would be 
if the allotment was permanently released. Very few of them do this 
so the problem is more severe today than it has tom in the past. 

Mr. Hagen. And the fellow that planted 5 acres and who got no 
allotment, on what basis does he get his alloment ? 

Mr. Merriui. He gets it on the basis of the sentence in the act 
which says: 

The Secretary shall provide for the apportionment of the State acreage allot- 
ment for any State through local cominittees among farms on which peanuts 
were grown in any of the three years immediately preceding the year for which 
such allotment is determined. 

Mr. Hacen. But would he get 5 acres ? 

Mr. Merritu. No, sir; he could get 5 acres but the chances are he 
would not receive 5 acres. 
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Mr. Hacen. But the larger the planting, the more acres he would 
get; is that correct ? 

Mr. Merritu. No, sir; because the next sentence says that we could 
not take the acreage into consideration in establishing the allotment. 
There are other factors in the act that would be taken into con- 
sideration. 

Mr. Hagen. It does say he has to get an allotment ? 

Mr. Merri. Yes. 

Mr. Hagen. For the whole farm ? 

Mr. Merriti. But it says that we cannot look at the acreage he 
planted in establishing the allotment. 

Now, the things that we would look at would be, and we will 
read all of these : 


Past acreage of peanuts, taking into consideration the acreage allotments 
previously established for the farm; abnormal conditions affecting acreage— 


and here is a factor that would be important in the case you mention— 
land, labor, and equipment available for the production of peanuts; crop ro- 
tation practices; and soil and other physical factors affecting the production 
of peanuts. 

These are the factors you take into consideration in establishing an 
allotment—how much land would he have; would he go out and 
peanut equipment; would he have peanut tenants, and so on. 

Mr. Hacen. But that allotment comes out of what ? 

Mr. Merritu. It comes out of the allotment that otherwise would 
be apportioned among other farmers. 

Mr. Hagen. My knowledge about peanuts is somewhat academic; 
but we have a similar problem with respect to cotton. 

Mr. Merritt. Well, I do not want to speak for the cotton people 
because I have absolutely nothing to do with cotton. However, I am 
slightly familiar with the law. They have an equivalent problem, 
as I understand it. 

Mr. Hagen. Mr. Chairman, I think there is a similar problem in 
the rice business. 

Mr. Garuines. And we had that up in rice a short time ago, if 
you recall, and tried to rectify it. 

I just do not know whether we have a parallel situation in cotton, 
because of the provision that you just read—that if a farmer planted 
one time in the past 3 years I believe that the peanut act provides 
that he would be an old grower; is that right ? 

Mr. Merritz. That is right. 

Mr. Garuines. That situation does not apply to cotton. If you 
have been growing cotton all along and then only plant once in the 
past 3 years, you could still get an allotment. 

Mr. Merrinzt. As I pointed out, Congressman, I am not familiar 
enough with the cotton situation to answer, but I would like to read a 
paragraph from the letter that Mr. Matthews introduced, if I may: 

Under provisions of existing legislation the production of peanuts on a farm 
for which an allotment has not been established makes the farm eligible for an 
allotment as an old farm in the following year. In the case of cotton, the farm is 
eligible for an allotment the following year if reserve acreage is available to 
the county for establishing an allotment for such farms. Thus the allotments 


for farms on which cotton or peanuts have been grown for a number of years 
are subject to continued reduction to provide acreage for farms which become 
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eligible for allotments by reason of planting cotton or producing peanuts without 
an allotment. These reductions have been particularly disruptive in the case of 
peanuts. 

So obviously we have had more trouble than cotton but I think 
there is a similar problem with cotton. 

Mr. Garurnes. It could arise. 

Mr. Assirr. It looks like the old growers in cotton have a little more 
protection than the old growers of peanuts. 

Mr. Merritt. Congressman, I think this is a major problem in 
those States like Texas that receive such large cotton allotments and 
therefore have tremendous reserves, because it speaks here of “if 
there is a reserve available,” and you heard them speak of that tre- 
mendous reserve. I don’t know what the allotment is in Texas—5 
million or 6 million acres. 

Mr. Garuines. About 40 percent of the total allotment in the 
Nation. 

Mr. Merritt. And you could see how with that much acreage you 
would have a tremendous reserve and the problem would come about. 

Mr. Tuicren. That letter would not have been sent unless the De- 
partment felt that there was a problem on cotton and this, of course, 
was checked with the people in the Cotton Division—the letter was. 

Mr. Garutnes. I would like to have a little more information with 
respect to cotton from someone in the Cotton Branch because it is 
highly technical and we would like to know just where the problem is, 
if it does exist, and what the problem is and to what extent it exists. 

Even though it does affect peanuts to a high degree in Florida, I 
wonder why it is that it is not affecting peanut growers in Virginia. 

Mr. Apsirr. It does affect them. 

Mr. Gatuines. But not as much ? 

Mr. Aneirr. No, but our people are interested in it. 

Mr. Merriuy. I think I can answer that question. The growing 
of peanuts in Florida has spread. At one time, there was a tre- 
mendous percentage of the acreage in Florida that was grown in 
Jackson County. The growing of peanuts has spread into other 
areas of Florida because the land there is suitable for the production 
of it and as it spreads, more people come in. 

In the State of Virginia you will find, I believe, Congressman 
Abbitt, that nearly everyone in the so-called peanut area has an allot- 
ment of some type, whereas that is not true in Florida. 

Mr. Aspirr. Practically every farm in that area—but they have 
some of the problems. 

Mr. Merritx. They have some of the problems, and I pointed out a 
while ago that there was a reduction taken there a couple of years ago 
because of this, but it is more prevalent in areas where just a few 
farmers have peanut allotments and others are attempting to come in. 

Mr. Tuicren. And in Virginia it is more stable in the peanut pro- 
duction pattern than in Florida. 

Mr. Garuines. They have been growing peanuts for a longer period 
of time in Virginia. I do not know much about peanuts and I am 
anxious to learn. 

I just wonder what happens to these little growers. They do get 
these allotments. Do they plant that allotment in subsequent. years? 
Do they follow through? Do they go into this thing really to estab- 
lish themselves in the business of growing peanuts ? 
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Mr. Merrity. In my opinion, no, sir; they do not. You go out and 
establish an allotment for them. They will plant these peanuts and 
harvest them and they will think, “The peanut farmer has got a good 
deal,” and so they go in and they grow 5 acres of peanuts. 

Now, they do not have the equipment to take care of the peanuts 
and they have not had the experience in growing peanuts and quite a 
number of them will decide after 1 year’s experience, “It is not quite 
as good a deal as I thought,” so they will not plant them again. 

But it takes 3 years during normal times for that allotment to dis- 
appear if a man is not using it and under current legislation it is 
absolutely preserved and charged against other farms. 

Mr. Garuines. Take the acreage away from the established grower 
in that county and continue to give that man an allotment for 3 years 
even though he might not be interested in growing peanuts? 

Mr. Merritt. W ell, under the automatic preservation, you see, you 
cannot take it away from him. 

In the past, back in, say, 1951, if this should happen, then several 
years later, 3 years later he would have automatically gotten out of 
the peanut allotment business because he had not produced any peanuts 
during the 3-year period as prescribed by the law. 

The perfect example of what you are talking about, I think, is 
this year in one particular State over 100 farmers who had never 
grown peanuts decided they wanted to go into the peanut business. 

We received a report from that State last week and of the 176 
acres—and I believe my figures are correct—of the 176 acres of peanuts 
that were planted, only 4 acres were harvested. 

Mr. Marruews. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question or two here? 

Mr. McMittan. Yes. 

Mr. Martrnews. Mr. Gathings has pursued a line of questioning 
that I know all the members of the subcommittee are especially inter- 
ested in, and I would like to pursue it for just a minute or two more. 

I think what he brought out is our concern naturally about hurting 
the little farmer; and my colleagues on the committee know—and I 
know I speak for you gentlemen, too—that I certainly do not want to 
do anything to hurt the little farmer; and even at this late date, if I 
thought that it would, I would not press for the passage of this bill. 

Is it your understanding, Mr. Merrill, that if this legislation is 
passed a man could still plant his 1 acre of peanuts without any 
allotment ? 

Mr. Merritt. That is absolutely right. 

Mr. Marrnews. And most of your ‘little farmers would probably be 
interested in just that aspect of it. They would want to plant 1 acre 
of peanuts and most of them would not be concerned, as I see it, about 
going into peanut production on a larger scale. Do you think that is 
a true statement, Mr. Merrill? 

Mr. Merrity. Yes, sir; in my opinion it is true. 

Mr. MaTrHuews. Now, if this legislation were passed, a farmer who 
had not produced peanuts before could qualify, but only on the basis 
of a new farm? 

Mr. Merritt. That is right. 

Mr. Marrnews. The one basic difference in the present situation and 
what the situation would be if this legislation were passed is that he 
could not qualify for an allotment purely on the basis of having 
planted it the year before ? 
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Mr. Merri. That is right; he could not qualify for an old-farm 
allotment purely on the basis of growing excess acreage. 

Mr. Gatuines. And the burden would be on him to go to the com- 
mittee and ask that committee to intercede for him and probably to the 
State to get a new-farm allotment ? 

Mr. Merritzt. That is right. And I might point out here that Mr. 
Matthews introduced, along with Congressman Cramer, of Florida, 
legislation last year that excluded the production of green peanuts 
from the act. That legislation did far more to help the small farmer 
in his area that had not grown peanuts than anything of this nature 
would hinder him. 

Mr. Marruews. You still would not have any idea in Florida, say, 
of this six-thousand-odd growers, as to the number that might be 
affected, let us say, in that they could not qualify for a new allotment 
purely on that basis? 

Mr. Merritt. Well, Congressman, let me point out that of the 6,400 
farms—that is farms, not peanut growers—you will have approxi- 
mately 114 to 134 growers per farm throughout the Nation, maybe 
higher or lower than that in Florida—I am not sufficiently acquainted 
with the tenant situation there, but the farms that you are speaking of 
will be farms over and above this 6,400 and in the past those that have 
received allotments on the basis of excess acreage are included, but 
there would be a number over and above this. 

Now, that number will be relatively small because, as you pointed 
out earlier, most of the farmers that are not equipped to grow pea- 
nuts are satisfied to grow only 1 acre. 

So I think that the number in your State that this would affect in 
the future would be relatively small. 

Mr. Hacen. Are any new-farm allotments being granted in 
peanuts ? 

Mr. Merriz. Yes, sir; and I am happy that you asked me that 
question. 

This year there were approximately 4,000 acres of peanuts that were 
made available to be apportioned to so-called new farms. That is the 
farms on which peanuts were not produced in the 3-year period be- 
fore the year for which the allotment is being established. 

There were insufficient persons or farms eligible to receive the en- 
tire acreage. Therefore the Department had approximately 950 
acres that were not used for new farms after we had established al- 
lotments that we considered equitable for all of the eligible farms. 
The 950 acres which were left over were prorated back to the States on 
the same basis as the original apportionment was made and it is 
constantly being used in the States to make adjustments; so we ac- 
tually held back from the national allotment more acreage for new 
farms than was needed. The same was true last year. 

Mr. Hagen. The new-farm allotment comes directly through the 
Secretary of Agriculture without regard to States’ lines / 

Mr. Mrrritz. No, the new-farm reserve is held by the Secretary of 
Agriculture and he determined the acreage not to exceed 1 percent of 
the national allotment which is the maximum under the law that 
should be held back for new farms. 

The farmers who are interested in obtaining new-farm allotments 
for their farms go to the county ASC office and fill out an application 
which is nothing more than a questionnaire. He is asked what acre- 
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age he thinks he should receive, what equipment he has, what ex- 
perience he has had, and what labor and that kind of thing. 

Applications are forwarded to the State offices after the ¢ county has 
reviewed them. The State office reviews them and forwards the total 

recommended allotments to the Secretary of Agriculture. The Secre- 
tary determines how much is needed, and by simply subtracting this 
acreage from the reserve he determines how much acreage is left over. 

Mr. Marrnews. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Hagen. Yes. 

Mr. Matruews. In other words, according to the experience we had 
this last year, a man that wanted to qualify in the State for a new 
peanut acreage allotment had a pretty good chance to qualify. 

Mr. Merri. A man whose farm is qualified, who met the eligibility 
requirements, did receive an allotment. 

Mr. Matrnuews. In other words, the important thing in connection 
with this legislation on the basis of that information seems to be that 
we could cause no damage to anybody. 

Mr. Merritu. To show you how that law enters into new farm allot- 
ments, prior to this year the Secretary always held out one-half of 1 
percent of the national allotment which amounts, I think, to 8,040 
acres. We held out 8,040 last year and several thousand—I don’t 
remember the exact figure but better than 3,000 acres of that was not 
used for new farms. 

So this year the Secretary decided, “Inste: * of holding out one-half 
of 1 percent I will hold out one- -quarter of 1 percent,” which is the 
four-thousand-odd acres we are speaking of and of that 4,000, ap- 
proximately 950 acres were not used for new farms. 

Mr. Hagen. Can those acres go to any State? 

Mr. Merriti. Yes, sir; there is no restriction in the new growers’ 
section of the act that says it must go into just so-called old-line 
peanut-producing States. 

Mr. Hagen. Well, actually, this last phrase in the bill on page 2 
would seem to—I don’t know how much his past experience counts 
in getting a new farm allotment but I understand you to say that he 
can grow peanuts illegally without an allotment? 

Mr. Merri. That is right. 

Mr. Hacen. Are you not in effect precluding him from getting a 
new farm allotment by that language? 

Mr. Merrit. Not nec essarily : ;no, sir. We are saying here, “If you 
go out and grow peanuts purely on excess acreage over and above 
| acre, you have added to the surplus and that experience will not 
count. If you want to get experience in growing pe: anuts you go out 
on someone else’s farm and work for him and get 2 2 years’ experience 
and come back onto your home place and make an application for an 
allotment. You have not added to the surplus and under this bill 
that experience does count.’ 

Mr. Hagen. And he could get it by growing 1 acre or less? 

Mr. Merrity. No, sir. 

Mr. Hagen. He has to work for somebody else? 

Mr. Merriti. He could get someone with experience from another 
farm to work for him and the farm would be eligible for an allot- 
ment. The owner of the farm does not have to have experience in 
growing peanuts. 

Mr. Hacren. Who gets the allotment, the owner or the tenant? 
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Mr. Merritt. The peanut allotment is established for the farm, not 
the individual. 

Mr. Hagen. For the land ? 

Mr. Merrit. Yes, sir; and it goes with the land. If the land is 
sold the peanut allotment goes with that land. 

Mr. Hagen. So the tenant never owns anything? 

Mr. Merrit. He never owns the allotment. 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Mr. McMittan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiru. What is the penalty for a peanut grower that exceeds 
his allotment ? 

Mr. Merrity. Seventy-five percent of the basic rate of the price- 
support loan. 

Mr. Smiru. Suppose this man exceeds his allotment. What hap- 
pens to him on his soil bank allotment? Does he have to comply 
with that ? 

Mr. Merrixu. I do not want to answer for the soil bank group, but 
my understanding is that the answer to your question is “Yes”; he 
must comply with all of the ac reage allotments on his farm in order 
to become eligible for soil bank payments. 

Mr. Smiru. Is he in the same situation as the corn grower with 
respect to complying with the current allotment and going into any- 
thing he wants? 

Mr. Merritt. I am not qualified to speak on the corn farming in 
the Middle West or of the soil bank. 

Mr. Smirn. I should like to know the situation in peanuts with 
respect to the soil bank, whether he has to comply or not, and whether 
it is comparable to corn, whether he can overplant any time he wants 
and is there no penalty ? 

Mr. Gaturines. I might say for the gentleman from Kansas that I 
assume at 12 o’clock today we will take that same point up—the situa- 
tion with respect to the bill introduced by the chairman, Mr. Me *Mil- 
lan, concerning the 38 counties that have gone into the commercial 
Corn Belt for the first time in 1957. ‘Those farmers in those counties 
have to comply with respect to the corn acreage allotment as well as 
the peanut and the cotton and the wheat allotments in order to be eli- 
gible to receive the acreage reserve payment for 1958. This legisla- 
tion introduced by Mr. MeMillan says that when they had come 1n, 
the 38 counties, for the first time, if they did not receive adequate 
notice—there was notice, but there was not sufficient notice to the 
farmers—that they then should not be deprived of their payments, 
since they have signed up and want to go into the soil bank acreage 
reserve for 1958. "That legislation was approved by both Houses—the 
Senate provision applied only to the conservation reserve but the 
House bill that Mr. McMillan introduced applies as well to the acre- 
age reserve and so the Senate did concede to the House provision and 
the conference report I think will be brought up, probably today. 

Mr. McMitian. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Aspitr. May I ask a question or two of the witness? 

Mr. McMiuian. Yes. 

Mr. Aspsirr. It is hard for me to remember these sections and I 
want to be informed, if we do have some trouble when the peanut 
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legislation gets on the floor, I want all of the facts and figures about 
peanuts, their effect on our economy and so forth. 

Now, what is this section 358 referred to on page 2 of the bill? 

Mr. Merriwy. Section 358 is the section governing the referendum 
on peanuts when the farmers vote. That 1s section 358 (a). 

Section 358 (b) establishes the date and so forth by which the Sec- 
retary must set his national allotment, national quota. 

Section 358 (c) says how the national acreage allotment will be 
apportioned to the States, and then it goes on into some other things 
there. You have the so-called short-supply determination and so 
forth. 

Mr. Aspirr. Does it have anything whatever to do with saying 
what crops are basic / 

Mr. Merrity. No, sir. 

Mr. Appirtr. Do you have a section that does? 

Mr. Merriwy. I think, Congressman, that is in the price-support 
legislation. . 

Mr. Assirr. I just want to be sure when we get on the floor. 

Mr. Merriwy. | believe it is the same problem that you faced on 
the green-peanut legislation. 

Mr. Assirr. That is right; and was this the same section of the 
bill in that act? 

Mr. Merrit. I am sorry, I have forgotten just exactly which sec- 
tion that went in. 

Mr. Aspitr. I wonder if you would check and let us know. 

Mr. Merrity. I will, but it is the same part, may I say that, we 
are talking about here. It would be section 358 or 359 and would 
be a part. 

Mr. Aspirr. It has nothing whatever to do with the basics? 

Mr. Merrity. No, sir. 

Mr. Aspirr. The other phase of the question I want to ask, some 
of our people have complained some about people producing peanuts 
on a farm that has no allotment and one man works many different 
places. Do you know anything about that problem ? 

Mr. Merrity. Yes, sir; that is a problem and one that Mr. Matthews 
is concerned with 

Mr. Assirr. I don’t know whether I made it plain to you or not, 
but in some areas one operator will plant an acre or less in peanuts 
and he will do that on a number of different farms and so while he 
had no allotment, he was still marketing them and paying no penalty. 
I have had a little complaint about that. 

Mr. Merrity. Here is the situation as I understand it: Let us 
assume that I have a farm with a 25-acre peanut allotment. Now, 
that is sufficient acreage for me to own my own equipment, my picker, 
and so forth. 

Now, I find out under this law that I can grow 1 acre of peanuts 
on any given number of farms. So I find several farms that do not 
have peanut allotments and make arrangements with the owners to 
let me produce 1 acre of peanuts on each of these farms. You must 
keep in mind that I have the equipment and everything to grow 
peanuts with, and so I turn around and plant 1 acre of peanuts on 
-ach of these farms. 
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These are separate farms and they are carried on separate numbers 
in the county ASC office and up to now the lawyers have said that 
we could not combine these farms and charge the acreage back against 
the allotment of the home place. 

So, if I rented five of these pieces of land and if I grew 25 acres on 
the home place, then I have actually grown 30 acres of peanuts and yet 
I can market all of the 30 acres and never pay any penalty and be 
eligible for support. I think that is the problem. 

Mr. Hagen. He cannot get any support on those peanuts that he 
grows on that 1 acre? 

Mr. Merrity. Yes, sir. And the way it works out in effect it is the 
same as if he grew 30 acres on his home place. 

Mr. Matruews. Of course, this legislation has nothing to do with 
that but that is another problem. 

Mr. Assirr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Gatuines. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McMiiian. Mr. Gathings. 

Mr. Garutnes. This bill includes cotton and I know that there are 
members of this committee, including the chairman of this subcom- 
mittee, who are vitally interested in cotton, too. I would like to look 
into this a little further because we do not have all of the facts with 
respect to cotton and we ought to have them and we ought to build 
up a record on cotton. 

Mr. McMitian. I agree with your suggestion that you should have 
a hearing on the cotton section of the bill. 

Mr. Marruews. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Matruews. Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank Mr. Thigpen 
and Mr. Merrill very much for giving us this information and for 
their excellent cooperation. 

I would like to include my prepared statement at this time, if I 
may, for the record. 

Mr. McMitxan. Without objection. 

(Statement referred to is as follows :) 


TESTIMONY OF Hon. D. R. (BuLLy) MATTHEWS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FRoM THE EIGHTH DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Chairman, this past fall when I was in Florida I heard several complaints 
from farmers regarding farm peanut acreage allotments. These farmers could 
not understand why, when the State of Florida receives the same acreage of 
peanuts to allot each year (approximately 54,000), the peanut allotments for 
their individual farms are being reduced each year. 

On the basis of these complaints, I investigated the matter and found that 
the fault does not lie in the administration of the peanut program, but in the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, which requires that peanut 
allotments be established for all farms on which more than 1 acre of peanuts 
was produced in any one of the 3 years immediately prior to the year for which 
allotments are being established. 

It appears that a large number of farmers in Florida are producing peanuts 
without an allotment. Under the act as it now stands, the State and county 
ASC committees have no choice but to establish peanut allotments for these 
farms. For that reason, the allotments for the farms operated by established 
peanut farmers are being reduced each year. 

Legislation I introduced was enacted last year which excluded the production 
of green peanuts for boiling purposes from the penalty provisions of the act. 
Therefore, if farmers who have not been growing peanuts in the past want to 
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engage in the production of peanuts, they could produce green peanuts without 
affecting allotments for the established growers. 

In the area which I represent in the State of Florida, farm acreage allotments 
are established for tobacco, peanuts, and cotton. Current legislation, section 
313 (j) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, provides that 
“the production of tobacco on a farm in 1955 or any subsequent year for which 
no farm acreage allotment was established shall not make the farm eligible for 
an allotment as an old farm * * *: Provided, however, That by reason of such 
production the farm need not be considered as ineligible for a new farm allot- 
ment * * *, but such production shall not be deemed past tobacco experience 
for any producer on the farm.” 

Briefly, the purpose of H. R. 11098 is to provide that excess acreage for 1957 
and subsequent years in the case of cotton and peanuts sball not qualify any 
farm as an old farm. 

I realize that 1958 allotments for both cotton and peanuts will have been 
established prior to the enactment of this legislation, if it should be enacted. 
However, I understand that the erroneous notice of allotment provisions would 
protect farmers whose 1958 allotments were established purely on the basis of 
excess acreage. I further understand that these allotments would then be 
eanceled for 1959. I surely hope this distinguished committee will approve 
H. R. 11098. 

Mr. McMitian. Any further questions? 

Mr. Smirn. Yes. Would you gentlemen from the Department 
please explain to me what you mean by “grain peanuts”? I should 
like to have you explain that for my own “personal inform: ieion and 
education—what you mean by “gr ain peanuts.” Where do those 
grain peanuts fit into our economy ¢ 

Mr. Merritt. We were speaking of green peanuts, Congressman. 
[ do not know whether that is a technically correct name or not, it 
is just what the peanut has come to be known ‘by. 

In certain sections of the country and to a small degree in all of 
the peanut areas a small acreage of peanuts will be dug prior to the 

completion of maturity of the peanuts, maybe a week or two prior to 
the time of the normally harvested crop. 

Now, when a peanut is dug it contains a very high percentage of 
moisture. A green peanut Is a peanut that is separated from the vine 
by hand and is consumed without removal of any moisture either 
through artificial or natural means. 

Mr. Assirr. Somewhat similar to roasting ears of corn, before they 
are mature ? 

Mr. Tuicren. That isa good comparison. 

Mr. Smiru. Oh, pardon me, I thought you said “grain peanuts.” 

Mr. Merritt. I am sorry, that could be my southern accent. I am 
from Alabama. 

Mr. Sairu. Well, what I wanted to know was where do they go; 
» they go to hog feed ? 

Mr. Merritt. No, sir; they sell them on the street corners and they 
ean them. 

Mr. Smita. Thank you. 

Mr. McMitian. Anything further ? 

Mr. Hacen. I want to ask a question. You say there is a minimum 
acreage for peanuts / 

Mr. Merritn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hacen. Set by law. Now, you have the minimum even though 
vou constantly have a surplus ? 

Mr. Merritu. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Hagen. So that actually, the allotments being frozen, the under- 
planting is, you might say, sort of a godsend; is that correct ! 

Mr. Merrity. Well, I would not refer to it in the same language 
as you would, sir. 

Mr. Hacen. I mean, your surplus would be larger if there was a 
complete planting ? 

Mr. Tuicren. That is true, buat— 

Mr. Merritt. Excuse me, ‘it is terribly difficult in the case of pea- 
nuts with varying yields’ and with varying weather conditions 
to ever make the thing come out right on the nose. In order 
to assure an adequate supply of paaniite’ I think that you are always 
going to have to grow a few hundred or a few thousand acres more 
than just the yield figures will indicate you have to produce. Other: 
wise in numerous years you will find that you are in short supply 

Mr. Tuieren. The peanut yield ae es rather widely and it is not 
uncommon for yields to be 10 or 12 percent below the average and 
since peanuts are not storable age or are not carried over a period 
of years readily, almost inevitably you must have some surplus to 
assure having an adequate supply from a new crop every year. 

Mr. Haaen. Is it supported by loans or purchases ¢ 

Mr. Tutcren. By loans primarily; very limited purchase agree- 
ments. 

Mr. Hagen. What happens to the portion that the Government 
gets f 

Mr. Tuieren. They are either crushed into oil and meal or ex- 
ported. ‘They are sold on a competitive bid basis. They have a good 
use in that sense. That is in export or for domestic crushing. 

Mr. Hagen, You cannot sell them domestically for less than 105 
percent of parity ? 

Mr. Tuicgren. Oh, yes; we can sell them for crushing for oil and 
meal, for their value for that purpose. 

Mr. Hagen. But if they are edible peanuts you cannot ? 

Mr. Tuicren. That is correct. 

Mr. Hagen. And you sell at discount abroad, do you ? 

Mr. Tuieren. Yes. Most of them are crushed for oil and meal 
in this country. 

Mr. Hacen. What is the meal used for ? 

Mr. Tuicren. Livestock feed. 

Mr. iieMucin. Any further questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. McMiutxtan. Thank you very much, gentlemen. The subcom- 
mittee stands adjourned until further notice. 

(Whereupon, at 11:40 a. m., the hearing in the above entitled mat- 
ter was adjourned. ) 








PEANUT ACREAGE ALLOTMENT 


THURSDAY, MAY 15, 1958 


Housr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Commopirty SUBCOMMITTEE ON PEANUTS 
OF THE COMMITTTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:20 a. m., in room 
1308, New House Office Building, Hon. John L. McMillan (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives McMillan, Grant, Abbitt, and Harrison. 

Also present: Representative Matthews; Mabel C. Downey, clerk. 

Mr. McMuuan. The subcommittee will come to order. 

We have this morning H. R. 12224 up for consideration. 

(H. R. 12224 is as follows: ) 


[H. R. 12224, 85th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, with respect to 
acreage allotments for peanuts 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 358 of the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act of 1938, as amended (7 U. S. C. 1358), is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

“(i) The production of peanuts on a farm in 1957 or any subsequent year for 
which no farm acreage allotment was established shall not make the farm eligi- 
ble for an allotment as an old farm under subsection (d) of this section: Pro- 
vided, however, That by reason of such production the farm need not be con- 
sidered as ineligible for a new farm allotment under subsection (f) of this sec- 
tion, but such production shall not be deemed past experience in the production 
of peanuts for any producer on the farm.” 

Sec. 2. Section 359 (b) of the Agricultural Act of 1938, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“The provisions of this part shall not apply to peanuts produced on any farm 
on which the acreage harvested for nuts is one acre or less provided the pro- 
ducers who share in the peanuts produced on such farm do not share in the 
peanuts produced on any other farm. If the producers who share in the peanuts 
produced on a farm on which the acreage harvested for nuts is one acre or less 
also share in the peanuts produced on other farm(s) the peanuts produced on 
such farm on acreage in excess of the allotment, if any, determined for the farm 
shall be considered as excess acreage and the marketing penalties provided by 
section 359 (a) shall apply.” 

Mr. McMiuan. I believe that our members will remember that we 
had this bill up previously and decided to wait until we could get a 
clean bill before us before we made any definite decision; is that not 
correct ? 

Mr. Matruews. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McMinian. We have Mr. Miller, Administrator for CCC, with 
us this morning. 

Would you care to make a statement at this time on this bill? 
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STATEMENT OF CLARENCE L. MILLER, ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRA- 
TOR, COMMODITY STABILIZATION SERVICE, UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE; ACCOMPANIED BY J. E. 
THIGPEN, DIRECTOR OF OILS AND PEANUT DIVISION, COM- 
MODITY STABILIZATION SERVICE, USDA; JAMES W. MERRILL, 
CHIEF, PRODUCTION PROGRAM BRANCH, OILS AND PEANUT 
DIVISION, CSS; W. K. SCHOONOVER, ATTORNEY, OFFICE OF THE 
GENERAL COUNSEL, USDA; AND RICHARD B. BRIDGFORTH, 
ASSISTANT DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, COMMODITY STABILIZA- 
TION SERVICE, USDA 


Mr. Miuuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, we have a short prepared statement of one and a half 
pages. 

Allow me to introduce to you those who are with me [introduces 
associates |. 

Mr. Mier. I will read this brief statement and then these other 
gentlemen and I will fill in with the technical aspects and answers 
to any questions that you may have to ask. 

Mr. McMutan. Allright; you may proceed. 

Mr. Mitter. Mr. Chairman, in response to a request from Congress- 
man Matthews, of Florida, the Department has previously taken the 
position of favoring enactment of the amendment to section 358 of 
the act as proposed in H. R. 12224. 

This legislation, if enacted, would strengthen allotment and mar- 
keting quota provisions relative to peanuts. It would prevent addi- 
tional farms from qualifying as “old farms” by producing excess 
peanuts and, thus, would prevent continued reduction in the farm 
allotments for established peanut producers. 

I understand that a prior hearing on this proposal has been con- 
ducted by this committee and that representatives of the Oils and 
Peanut Division, CSS, testified in favor of its enactment. 

Our position remains unchanged: We favor enactment of the pro- 
posed amendment to section 358. 

Section 2 of H. R. 12224 proposes a complete revision of section 
359 (b) of the act. 

This is the section which has provided the so-called 1-acre exemp- 
tion from the provisions of allotments and marketing quotas. Under 
this section 1 acre or less of peanuts may be produced and marketed 
without an allotment and without incurring marketing quota pen- 
alties. 

The revision of this section would provide that the 1-acre exemption 
would apply only to those farms on which the producers interested in 
peanuts do not share in peanuts produced on any other farm. 

Enactment of this revised section would prevent farm operators 
from leasing numerous small tracts for the purpose of producing 1 
acre or less of peanuts on each tract. It would also prevent a farm 
operator from utilizing his full allotment for commercial purpose- 
and producing peanuts on another farm under the 1-acre exemption 
to be used for seed purposes the next year. 

In some instances, particularly in areas where high yields of pea- 
nuts are obtained, there has been some abuse of the provisions of sec 
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tion 359 (b) of the act as it now stands. The problem has been one 
which could not be corrected through administrative action alone. 

We feel that the proposed revision of section 359 (b) is needed, and 
we favor its enactment. However, since peanuts have already ‘been 
planted for harvest for the 1958 crop, we recommend that this provi- 
sion be made applicable in connection with the 1959 and subsequent 
crops of peanuts. 

Mr. McMirian. Any questions anyone care to ask of Mr. Miller? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. McMiuan. I believe that Mr. Thigpen and Mr. Merrill, 
who appeared before this committee on the previous discussion of this 
bill, have just about answered most of the questions that the members 
had wanted to ask on this proposed legislation. 

Are there any further questions 

Mr. Grant. I would like, with your permission, Mr. Chairman, 
if I may, to ask a question. 

Mr. McMiuian. Yes. 

Mr. Grant. 

Mr. Grant. Do you contemplate that this legislation would increase 
the acreage in planted peanuts any appreciable amount ? 

Mr. Tuicren. Mr. Congressman, I believe that the tendency would 
be to decrease it just slightly ; otherwise, it would have no effect. 

Mr. Mixter. This is just about the same type of legislation in its 
effect that Congressman Abbitt will recall was passed in regard to 
tobacco about a year ago. 

Mr. Ansrrr. That is s right. 

Mr. Mitier. We intend to take similar measures as we took then. 

While the Department does not look with too much favor upoi re- 
strictions on production, we feel that just so long as we have a mar- 
keting quota program, that the noncooperators should not be rewarded 
as against the cooperators in the program. We feel that we are forced 
by present legislation to do that very thing. 

“- Anstrr. Is it not true that the operation under section 359 (b) 
would cause a reduction in our peanut allotment except for the fact 
that we have already hit the minimum allotment ? 

Mr. Mriutrr. Yes; it would have a tendency to overproduce if it 
were not for that. 

Mr. Appirr. And it is a protection, more or less, for the cooper- 
ators and people that have allotments? 

Mr. Miuter. We feel that is the effect. 

Mr. Axsirr. Let me ask you this further question : Does section 359 
(b) have anything to do w ith the basic commodities ? 

Mr. Merrtiy. No, sir. 

Mr. Axssirr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Asprrr. Back on the record. 

My understanding is that section 359 (b) and section 358 do not 
have anything to do with any of the basic commodities ? 

Mr. Miter. No, sir; I do not think so. 

Mr. Apprrr. Off the record again, please. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 
Mr. McMitian. Are there any further questions? 
Mr. Marrnews. Mr. Chairman, may I ask this question of Mr. 


Miller ? 
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Am I right in assuming that if this measure were passed, that it 
would have a tendency to Euew the established peanut producers from 
having their allotments further decreased 

Mr. Miter. Yes, sir; that is the prime purpose. 

Mr. Matruews. In other words, what this bill is intended to do, 
as I see it, is to protect the established peanut producer and to keep 
him from’ losing further allotments in the future because of these 
people who plant less than 1 acre or who plant peanuts and get » his- 
torical basis for an allotment purely on the basis of that planting ? 

Mr. Mirtier. That is correct, Congressman Matthews. 

We feel that the producers of peanuts, if by their referendum they 
accept this type of a program and if they abide by its provisions, 
that they can limit the acres that they pl ant, and we feel that they 
will, for the reason of protecting their price and we also feel that if 
they are willing to do so, that it is not exactly fair to them to reward 
the persons who do not cooperate under this type of a program by 
giving them additional acres or credit for overplanting. 

Of course, as Congressman Abbitt said a moment ago—that all of 
this credit for overplanting by the noncompliers must be taken away 
from the total overall allotments of all growers. 

Mr. Matrnews. And if this bill were passed, it would still permit 
aman to plant his 1 acre? 

Mr. Miter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Matrnews. And then, of course, the Department favored the 
bill that we passed last year, which would enable a man to plant as 
many peanuts for boiling purposes as he wanted to. 

Mr. Mutter. That is right. 

Mr. Matrnew. The thing we are interested in is that we do not 
want to pass any measure which we feel might be unfair to a peanut 
farmer. 

My feeling is that this would tend to protect the established peanut 
tarmer and tend in the future to enable him to keep his allotments 
a little bit better if this bill were passed. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Grant is from a great peanut section, and I am 
particularly interested for him to have all the information he needs 
about it, and perhaps he would like to make a statement. 

Mr. McMiuian. Yes. And if anyone from his area or other States 
would like to testify or to submit a statement on this bill, we would be 
glad to have such expressions. 

Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Bripncrorru. May I make a comment, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. McMittan. Yes. 

Mr. Asprrr. Let me interject briefly : 

I might say this about Mr. Bridgforth, that not only is he from 
Virginia but from my own district, and he is one of the finest men 
that I know. He is an able scholar and a Christian gentleman, and 
he knows this agricultural program from end to end, as far as Vir- 
ginia is concerned. I have high confidence in his ability and integrity. 

Mr. McMitian. You may make any statement you wish, Mr. Bridg- 
forth. 

Mr. Brivcrorru. Thank you, Mr. Chairman; and thank you, in- 
deed, Mr. Abbitt. 
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North Carolina and Virginia both have a problem in regard to the 
l-acre provision. 

I am inclined to agree with Mr. Thigpen that Mr. Suggs would 
highly favor this bill on account of both provisions of the bill. 

Mr. Appsirr. You might explain just for the record, if you will, just 
how some of them operate under this l-acre thing. 

Mr. Brinerorru. ne ell, as you know, the law now provides that any 
farmer may produce 1 acre of peanuts on his farm; that is, on a farm 
that has no peanut psa 

So, it is quite common for a grower of peanuts to produce 1 acre 
on a number of farms, 1 acre to the farm, growing on farms sur- 
rounding his farm for seed purposes and for sale purposes, too. 

I think that this provision will cut out a lot of the abuses in the 
country that I know best, which is the Carolinas and Virginia, where 
we are having quite a problem. As you know, that area which is a 
high producing area, an acre of peanuts is worth something. 

I understand from our people that it is abused to a great extent and 
that they would be highly in favor of this bill. 

Mr. McMirian. Has anyone talked with the Georgia peanut 
growers / 

Do you know that this bill meets with the approval of the represen- 
tatives from Georgia, Mr. Matthews ? 

Mr. Marrnews. No, I do not, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McMitian. Or whether their representatives have been advised 
of the contents of this bill? 

The Crerx. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Forester’s secretary called this morning to get a copy of the bill, 
so that he would have information concerning this meeting. 

Mr. Grant. Let me ask this question, Mr, Chairman : 

Mr. Bridgforth just stated that in Virginia this is abused quite a 
great deal, and I assume that if there have been abuses, such abuses 
would have had to have been committed by the peanut growers them- 
selves; and, therefore, am I correct in assuming that a lot of the 
peanut growers would rather just leave it the way it is? 

Mr. Bripcrorrn. C ongressman, you understand they are going by 
the present legislation. 

Mr. Granv. Yes. 

Mr. Briperorru. And therefore, as a consequence, they are within 
their rights and within the law. 

A lot of people feel when they are within their rights and the law 
that they are not abusing any body ; so I probably used the wrong word. 

Mr. Grant. What I was getting at is that there would be a good 
many of them who would not like this legislation. 

Mr. Tuicren. I think there would be very few, Congr essman, and [ 
would expect that you would have trouble finding 1 or 2 percent that 
actually take advantage of the present provisions of the law. 

Mr. Anspirr. As I understand the practice, it is this: 

That there would be a lot of these city lots—if you want to call them 
that—small places of 1 acre or so adjoining or close to the peanut 
grower’s farm, and he would be perhaps the one man in that whole 
neighborhood that would be doing this, and he would go to a neigh- 
bor and say : “John, if you let me plant your 1 acre, I will give you $10 
or $20.” 
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And then he would go to the next man and say: “Listen, I would 
like to plant an acre of peanuts on your farm.” 

There would probably be just 1 man in that community, and that 
would not affect but a small portion, but it does add to the surplus in 
that area, and the man that does not do that does not like it very well; 
and I understand that there are more that do not follow that practice 
than there are that do. 

Mr. Tuicren. Just as a comment: From having spoken to those in 
different areas, I do not know of anyone, in any area, who would oppose 
this from that standpoint. 

Mr. Merritt. May I make an observation ? 

Mr. McMiian. Yes, you may. 

Mr. Merriww. We held a peanut meeting in Atlanta, Ga., Thursday 
and Friday of last week, and we passed out copies of this bill to all the 
people present. 

Present at the meeting from Georgia—Mr. McMillan, I believe you 
asked about Georgia—was the chairman of the State ASC committee, 
the administrative officer in the State, 2 county office managers, and 2 
administrative people out of the State office. 

We also had representatives of the ASC organizations from each of 
the peanut States. 

Mr. McMinzian. Was Mr. Pace present ? 

Mr. Merriti. Mr. Pace was not present. 

Mr. Marruews. How about the producers? 

Did you have any of those there ? 

Mr. Merritz. Some of the county office managers were, more than 
likely producers. No one at the meeting stated any objection whatso- 
ever to the bill. 

In fact, everyone there recommended its enactment. 

Mr. Marruews. Mr. Chairman, the committee will recall that after 
our previous meeting, Mr. Abbitt presented the problem that is em- 
bodied in section 2 of the bill. 

Mr. McMitian. Yes. I remember it was the thinking of the com- 
mittee it would be wise to introduce a clean bill. 

Mr. Martruews. Yes, sir; and the chairman will also remember 
that in the original bill we had a reference to cotton, and it was at the 
request of the committee that we eliminated cotton from it. 

Mr. MoMitian. Yes. 

Mr. Apssirr. I would like to ask Mr. Miller or whoever might want 
to respond if you think this language on page 2, at line 17, will 
answer their suggestions: If you add to line 17, after the word 
“neriod”, “this section shall not be applicable to the 1958 crop.” 

Would that take care of what you have in mind? 

Mr. Miter. I thought we had that covered. 

Mr. Scuoonover. No; it is not covered. 

Mr. Miuier. We recommend this provision be made applicable to 
that. 

Mr. Assirr. Well, my question was, Will this suggested language 
take care of that? 

Mr. Miter. I believe so; yes. 

Mr. Assirr. That is: “This section shall not be applicable to the 
1958 crop.” ' 

Mr. Scxuoonover. I suggest that perhaps it be made applicable to 
the 1959 or subsequent crops. 
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Mr. Anssirr. What would you like to say? What language? 

Mr. ScHoonover. Well, let me see. I would suggest, “is amended 
effective beginning with the 1959 crop.” 

That would be, at line 5 I would insert after the second “amended? : 
on that line, so as to read: “amended effective with the 1959 crop.” 

Mr. Assirr. That would be on line 5, after the second time the 
word “amended” appears ? 

Mr. Scnoonover. Yes; “beginning with the 1959 crop.’ 

Mr. Matrnews. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. ScHoonover. The language as suggested would be: “effective 
beginning with the 1959 crop”—and that would be set off by commas. 

Mr. Assirr. A comma after “crop” and a comma after “amended.” 

Mr. Marruews. How would that affect the language on line 6 on 
page 1? 

Mr. Merritt. That will not affect it at all. 

Mr. Marruews. I see. 

Mr. Axssirr. Some people have their peanuts already planted, I 
assume. 

Mr. Miter. Yes; and that is the reason we made that statement. 
Peanuts have been pl: anted. 

Mr. Appirr. And we would not want this to affect those already 
planted. 
~ Mr. McMirian. Any further questions from anyone? 

Mr. Assrrr. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. McMutxan. Since, apparently, there are no further questions, 
the subcommittee will go into executive session. 

(Without objection “by the chairman the following telegram is in- 
serted in the record: ) 

Rocky Mount, N. C., May 19, 1958. 

Hon. JoHn McMILLan, 


Chairman, Peanut Subcommittee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


We favor H. R. 12224 except section 2 should not apply until 1959 crop. 
Joe §. Suae, 
Erecutive Secretary, North Carolina Peanut Growers Association. 
(Whereupon, at 10:40 a. m., the committee retired into executive 
session.) 
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TUESDAY, MAY 27, 1958 


Hous or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
PEANUT SUBCOMMITTEE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met in room 1310, New House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C., at 10 a. m., the Honorable John J. McMillan 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. McMitxan. The committee will come to order. The committee 
has under consideration this morning H. R. 12566 and H. R, 12545. 

(The bills referred to follow :) 


[H. R. 12566, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the peanut marketing quota and price support provision of the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 and the Agricultural Act of 1949, and for other 
purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 

States of America in Congress assembled, That section 301, subsection (b), 

of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is amended as follows: 

(a) Paragraph (10), subparagraph (A), is amended by striking out in the 
second sentence the language “15 per centum in the case of peanuts” and in- 
serting in lieu thereof the language “25 per centum in the case of peanuts”. 

(b) Paragraph (16), subparagraph (A), is amended by changing the period at 
the end thereof to a colon and adding the following proviso: “Provided, That, 
for purposes of determining the supply of peanuts and calculating the supply 
percentage, only peanuts carried commercially shall be considered.” 

Sec. 2. Section 358 of the Agricultural adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
amended (a) by inserting in the first sentence of subsection (a) immediately 
following the words “prospective demand conditions” the language “so as to 
provide, together with the carryover of peanuts for 105 per centum of a normal 
supply of peanuts”, (b) by changing the proviso in subsection (a) to read as 
follows: “Provided, That the national marketing quota for the crop of peanuts 
produced in any calendar year shall be a quantity of peanuts sufficient to provide 
a minimum national acreage allotment of not less than the larger of 95 per 
centum of the national acreage allotment for the preceding year or one million 
five hundred and twenty-nine thousand five hundred acres”’. 

Sec. 3. The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof a new-title V as follows: 


“TITLE V—PEANUT FUND FOR SURPLUS DIVERSION, PUBLICITY, 
PROMOTION, AND OTHER PURPOSES 


“Sec. 395. (a) The Secretary shall, not later than December 15 of each calen- 
dar year, conduct a referendum of farmers engaged in the production of peanuts 
in the calendar year in which the referendum is held to determine whether such 
farmers are in favor of, or are opposed to, the establishment with respect to 
the crops of peanuts which are produced in the three calendar years immediately 
following the year in which the referendum is held, and for which marketing 
quotas for peanuts are in effect, of a fund for the purposes of (1) defraving the 
net losses sustained by the Commodity Credit Corporation in disposing of peanuts 
acquired under its price support program; (2) providing payments to shellers 
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for marketing or otherwise disposing for feed, or for crushing into oil and meal, 
or for export, any shelled peanuts of lower grades specified by the Secretary 
with regard to which use limitations are established by the Secretary pursuant 
to subsection (d) hereof; (3) providing payments to peanut grower cooperative 
associations which contact directly with the Commodity Credit Corporation in 
making price support available to producers for any administrative expenses, 
incurred by such associations in connection with peanut price support activities, 
which are in excess of the net income derived by such associations through 
price support activities; and (4) developing and conducting publicity, promo- 
tion, and other programs designed to increase the consumption of peanuts and 
the products thereof: Provided, That if, beginning with the calendar year im- 
mediately following the year in which the referendum is held, fewer than three 
years remain of the period for which marketing quotas have been approved by 
farmers, any fund approved by farmers shall be established only with respect to 
the crops of peanuts produced in each of the calendar years which remain of 
the period for which marketing quotas have been approved: Provided further, 
That, if as many as two-thirds of the farmers voting in any referendum vote in 
favor of the establishment of such fund, no referendum shall be held with respect 
to such fund during the years which remain of the period for which the fund 
is established. No fund shall be established for any calendar year during which 
marketing quotas are not in effect. The Secretary shall proclaim the results of 
the referendum within thirty days after the date on which it is held. 

“(b) Payment shall be made into any fund established pursuant to this section 
by the person who buys or otherwise acquires the peanuts from the producer, or 
if the peanuts ave marketed by the producer through an agent, the payment 
shall be made by such agent, and such person or agent may deduct an amount 
equivalent to the payment from the price paid to the producer: Provided, That 
no payment shall be made into the fund with respect to the crop of peanuts 
produced in any calendar year during which marketing quotas are not in effect. 
If the person required to collect such payment fails to collect such payment, 
such person and all persons entitled to share in the peanuts marketed from the 
farm, or the proceeds thereof, shall be jointly and severally liable for the amount 
of the payment. 

“The amount of any payment made into the fund for the crop of peanuts 
produced in the first calendar year for which this program is in effect shall not 
exceed 10 per centum of the national average per ton level of price support 
for the crop of peanuts produced during such calendar year, as determined by 
the Secretary in accordance with section 101 (a) of the Agricultural Act of 
1949, as amended, and not in excess of 5 per centum any year thereafter. 

“(e) The Secretary is authorized to designate a person or agency to receive 
any payments made into the fund established pursuant to this section and the 
Secretary or his designee shall receive such payments and shall make expen- 
ditures from such fund for the purposes of this section. 

“(d) The Secretary shall appoint from time to time a peanut advisory com- 
mittee of twelve members consisting of two representatives of peanut producers 
from each of the major peanut producing areas (Virginia-Carolina, Southeast, 
and Southwest), three shellers, one from each area, and three manufacturers of 
processed peanuts and peanut products, to make recommendations to the Secre- 
tary or his designee with respect to (1) limitations upon the quantities of lower 
grade shelled peanuts, by types and grades; and (2) the amount of expendi- 
tures to be made, and the manner in which such expenditures shall be made 
for the purpose of subsection (a) (4) hereof, during any calendar year. The 
compensation of the members of such committee shall not exceed $10 per day 
while actually employed and actual necessary traveling and subsistence ex- 
penses, or a per diem allowance in lieu thereof. 

“(e) In determining the amount to be expended for the purposes stated in 
subsection (a) (4) hereof consideration shall be given to demonstrated success- 
ful prior accomplishments from such expenditures and such amount shall in no 
event exceed three-fourths of 1 per centum per annum of the support price. 

“(f) The Secretary is authorized, upon recommendation of the peanut ad- 
visory committee, to limit, pursuant to regulations issued by the Secretary, by 
types and grades, the quantity of shelled peanuts of specified grades and 
qualities, such as U. 8S. No. 2, split kernels, small shrivel kernels, oil stock, and 
pick outs. If such limitations are placed in effect, the Secretary shall determine 
rates of payments to be made to shellers for such peanuts which will compen- 
sate shellers for such peanuts in a total amount equivalent to the market value, 
as determined by the Secretary, of such peanuts for edible or other purposes 
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for which they likely would be sold in the absence of such limitations. Such 
payments to shellers shall be made from the fund established pursuant to this 
section. 

“(g) The Secretary or his designee is authorized to enter into agreements 
with, or to approve agreements entered into between, persons or agencies desig- 
nated by the peanut advisory committee for the purpose of developing and con- 
ducting on a National, State, or regional basis publicity, promotion, and other 
programs designed to increase the consumption of peanuts and the products 
thereof. 

“(h) The Secretary or his designee shall establish from payments into any fund 
in any year, after expenditures for the purposes for which such fund is established 
have been made or moneys for such purposes have been allocated during such 
year, a reserve to be used in any subsequent years(s) for the purposes of sub- 
sections (a) (2), (3), and (4) if the payments made into the fund during such 
subsequent year are insufficient to carry out such purposes. 

“(i) The Secretary or his designee shall, for the purpose of defraying the net 
losses sustained by the Commodity Credit Corporation during the calendar year 
in disposing of peanuts acquired under its price support program, transfer to 
the Commodity Credit Corporation from the amount which remains at the end 
of such calendar year in any fund established pursuant to this section, after 
expenditures have been made or moneys allocated during such calendar year 
for the purposes of subsection (a) (2), (3), and (4) hereof, that amount which 
is necessary to defray such net losses: Provided, That if the amount transferred 
to the Commodity Credit Corporation is insufficient to defray such net losses in 
disposing of peanuts acquired under its price-support program during such calen- 
dar year, the amount by which net losses exceed the amount transferred shall be 
paid with moneys available in any reserve created from any payments made 
into the fund in prior calendar years or, to the extent the moneys available in 
such reserve are insufficient to defray the total excess of such net losses, shall 
constitute a charge against any payments made into the fund in any subsequent 
calendar year, which are not designated for the purposes of subsection (a) (2), 
(3), and (4) hereof, after expenditures have been made or moneys allocated 
during such subsequent calendar year for the purposes of subsection (a) (2), 
(3), and (4) hereof.” 

Sec. 4. Section 101 (d) of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof a new subsection (8) as follows: 

“(8) if producers have approved the establishment of a fund in the 
manner and for the purposes prescribed in title VI of the Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1938, as amended, for each calendar year in which pro- 
ducers make payments into such fund the level of price support to co- 
operators shall be calculated as provided in subsection 101 (b), but the per- 
centages of parity shown therein shall be increased by 5 per centum.” 





[H. R. 12545, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the peanut marketing quota and price support provision of the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 and the Agricultural Act of 1949, and for other 
purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
as amended, is amended as follows: 

(a) Section 301, subsection (b), paragraph (10), subparagraph (A), of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is amended by striking out in 
the second sentence the language “15 per centum in the case of peanuts” and in- 
serting in lieu thereof the language “27 per centum in the case of peanuts.” 

(b) Section 301, subsection (b), paragraph (16), subparagraph (A), of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is amended by changing the 
period at the end thereof to a colon and adding the following proviso: “Provided, 
That in determining total supply of peanuts there shall be excluded from the 
carryover any quantity of peanuts which, as of the beginning of the marketing 
year for which total supply is being determined, (i) is owned by Commodity 
Credit Corporation, (ii) represents collateral pledged to secure a price support 
loan made available by Commodity Credit Corporation, or (iii) remains to be 
delivered to Commodity Credit Corporation under purchase agreements made 
available by Commodity Credit Corporation.” 
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Section 358, subsection (a) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, is amended (a) by inserting in the first sentence of subsection (a) 
immediately following the words “prospective demand conditions” the language 
“so as to provide, together with the carryover of peanuts, for a normal supply 
of peanuts”; (b) by inserting at the end of subsection (a) the following: “Pro- 
vided further, That the acreage allotment in each State shall be increased by the 
estimated number of acres required under normal conditions to result in the 
harvesting of the number of allotted acres determined according to the first 
sentence of this subsection ; such adjustment in acreage under this provision shall 
not be considered in establishing future State, county, and farm allotments by 
amending section 358, subsection (c), paragraph 2 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended, is amended to read as follows:” (2) Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the Secretary shall make an investigation not later 
than February 1 of each calendar year for each area to determine whether the 
estimated supply as of the first day of the marketing year which begins in such 
calendar year will be less than 90 per centum of the estimated consumption of 
peanuts from each area during such marketing year plus 90 per centum of the 
estimated consumption during the period from the beginning of the marketing 
year through the first full calendar month in which there normally is heavy 
movement of new crop peanuts (that is, October for the southeast and southwest 
areas and November for the Virginia-Carolina area). 

“If the Secretary finds an estimated short supply in any area, acreage allot- 
ments shall be increased to the extent deemed necessary, on the basis of the 
average yield in such area in the preceding five years, adjusted for trends and 
abnormal conditions, to provide additional production equivalent to the difference. 
Such increases in allotments shall be made for farms in the area by a uniform 
percentage of the regular allotments for farms for that year. The additional 
acreage required for such increases shall be in addition to the national acreage 
allotment, the production from such acreage shall be in addition to the national 
marketing quota, and the increase in acreage allotted under this provision shall 
not be considered in establishing future State, county, or farm acreage allot- 
ments.” 

The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof a new title V as follows: 


“TITLE V—PEANUT FUND FOR PUBLICITY, PROMOTION, RESEARCH, 
AND OTHER PURPOSES 


“Spo. 395. (a) The Secretary shall not later than December 15th of each 
calendar year, conduct a referendum of farmers engaged in the production of 
peanuts in the calendar year in which the referendum is held to determine 
whether such farmers are in favor of, or are opposed to, the establishment with 
respect to the crops of peanuts which are produced in the three calendar years 
immediately following the year in which the referendum is held, of funds for 
the purpose of (1) developing and conducting publicity, promotion, and other 
programs designed to increase the consumption of peanuts and the products 
thereof, (2) research on peanuts, (3) providing payments to peanut grower 
cooperative associations which contract directly with the Commodity Credit 
Corporation in making price support available to producers for any administrative 
expenses, incurred by such associations in connection with peanut price support 
activities, which are in excess of the net income derived by such associations 
through price support activities in that year, (4) providing payments to shellers 
for marketing or otherwise disposing of for crushing into oil and meal, for 
export or for feed, any shelled peanuts of lower grades specified by the Secretary 
with regard to which use limitations are established by the Secretary pursuant 
to subsection (f) hereof, and (5) defraying the net losses sustained by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation in disposing of peanuts acquired under its price 
support prograin: Provided, That is, beginning with the calendar year immedi- 
ately following the year in which the referendum is held, fewer than three 
years remain of the period for which marketing quotas have been approved 
by farmers, any fund approved by farmers shall be established only with respect 
to the crops of peanuts produced in each of calendar years which remain of the 
period for which marketing quotas have been approved: Provided further, That 
if as many as two-thirds of the farmers voting in any referendum vote in favor of 
the establishment of such fund, no referendum shall be held with respect to 
such fund during the years which remain of the period for which the fund is 
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established. The Secretary shall proclaim the results of the referendum within 
thirty days after the day on which it is held. 

“(b) Payments shall be made into funds established pursuant to this section 
by the person who buys or otherwise acquires the peanuts from the producer, 
or if the peanuts are marketed by the producer through an agent, the payment 
shall be made by such agent, and such person or agent may deduct an amount 
equivalent to the payment from the price paid to the producer: Provided, That 
no payment for purposes other than under subsection (a) (1) and (2) above 
shall be made into the fund with respect to the crop of peanuts produced in 
any calendar year during which marketing quotas are not in effect. 

“The amount of any payment for the crop of peanuts produced during any 
calendar year of the period for which the fund is established shall not exceed 
the lower of (1) 10 per centum of such national average per ton level of price 
support, or (2) that per centum of such national average per ton level of price 
support which the Secretary determined necessary to provide a fund sufficient 
during such subsequent calendar year to accomplish the purposes for which 
such fund is established: Provided, That the amount of any payment made into 
the fund with respect to the crop of peanuts produced during such calendar 
year which shall be designated for the purposes of subsection (a) (1) and (2) 
hereof shall not exceed one per centum of such national average per ton level of 
price support: Provided further, That if the amount designated for the purposes 
of subsection (a) (1) and (2) hereof which remains unexpended or not allocated 
as of the end of any calendar year equals or exceeds $5,000,000, the amount of 
any payment into the fund for the crop of peanuts produced during the next 
succeeding calendar year and each succeeding calendar year thereafter, which 
is to be designated for such purposes, shall be that per centum of such national 
average per ton level of price support, but not in excess of one per centum, 
which the Secretary, upon recommendation of the Peanut Advisory Committee 
established pursuant to subsection (d) hereof, determines it necessary to maintain 
the amount designated for such purposes at a level not in excess of $5,000,000 and 
not less than $2,000,000 after expenditures for such purposes are made or allo- 
cated during the succeeding calendar year: Provided further, That each area 
shall separately bear the cost of the program in its area except for the purposes 
under subsection (a) (1) and (2) above. 

““(c) The fund for each area, except for the purpose under subsection (a) 
(1) and (2) above, shall be maintained separately and the program, except for 
the purposes under subsection (a) (1) and (2) above, in each area financed 
out of the fund for that area. The deduction not to exceed 1 per centum shall 
be uniform and shall be maintained in a common fund for all areas. The re- 
maining deduction may vary between areas depending on the estimated costs in 
each area and shall be maintained and administered in a separate fund for 
each area. 

“(d) The Secretary is authorized to designate a person or agency to receive 
any payments made into the funds established pursuant to this section and 
the Seeretary or his designee shall receive such payments and shall make expendi- 
tures from such funds for the purposes of this section. 

“(e) The Seeretary shall apoint from time to time a peanut advisory com- 
mittee of 12 members consisting of two representatives of peanut growers from 
each of the major peanut producing areas (Virginia-Carolina, southeast, and 
southwest), one peanut sheller from each area, and three manufacturers of 
peanut products. The Secretary shall name the two grower representatives 
from each area from a list of five names submitted by the grower association in 
each area contracting directly with the Department to carry out the price sup- 
port program in that area; namely, the Southwestern Peanut Growers Associa- 
tion in the Southwest area, the Georgia-Florida-Alabama Peanut Association in 
the Southeast area, and the Peanut Growers Cooperative Marketing Association 
in the Virginia-Carolina area; the Secretary shall name the sheller representa- 
tive from each area from a list of three names submitted by the sheller organiza- 
tion in each area; namely, the Southwestern Peanut Sheller Association in the 
Southwest area, the Southeastern Peanut Association in the Southeost area, 
and the Virginia-Carolina Peanut Association in the Virginia-Carolina area; 
the Secretary shall name the three representatives from the manufacturers by 
naming one from each of lists of three names submitted by the National Con- 
fectioners Association, the Peanut Butter Manufacturers Association and the 
Nut Salters Association. This committee shall recommend to the Secretary or 
his designee with respect to (1) limitations upon the quantities of lower grade 
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shelled peanuts, by types, and grades, which may be marketed or otherwise dis- 
posed of for uses other than for food, or for crushing into oil and meal, or for 
export, (2) the amount of expenditures to be made, and the manner in which 
such expenditures shall be made for the purposes of subsection (a) (1) and (2) 
hereof, during any calendar year, from that portion of the funds established 
pursuant to this section which is designated for such purposes, and (3) the 
amount which is necessary to maintain, during each calendar year which suc- 
ceeds the calendar year in which the unexpended and not allocated amount 
designated for the purposes of subsection (a) (1) and (2) hereof equals or 
exceeds $5,000,000, that portion of each fund designated for such purposes at a 
level not in excess of $5,000,000, and not less than $2,000,000 after expenditures 
for such purposes are made or allocated during such succeeding calendar year. 
The compensation of the members of such committee shall not exceed $10 per 
day while actually employed and actual necessary traveling and subsistence 
expenses, or a per diem allowance in lieu thereof. 

“(f) The Secretary is authorized, upon recommendation of the Peanut Ad- 
visory Committee, to limit, pursuant to regulations issued by the Secretary, by 
types and grades, the quantity of shelled peanuts of specified lower grades which 
may be marketed, or otherwise disposed of, by shellers for primary uses other 
than for crushing into oil and meal, or for export, or for feed. If such limita- 
tions are placed in effect, the Secretary shall determine rates of payments to 
be made to shellers for shelled peanuts of the specified lower grades which are 
marketed or otherwise disposed of pursuant to such limitations or for crushing 
into oil and meal, for export, or for feed, which will compensate such shellers 
for such peanuts in a total amount not less than 100 per centum and not in excess 
of 110 per centum of the market value, as determined by the Secretary, of such 
peanuts for primary uses other than for crushing into oil and meal, for export, 
or for feed. Such payment to shellers shall be made from the area funds estab- 
lished pursuant to this section. 

“(g) The Secretary or his designee is authorized to enter into agreements 
with, or to approve agreements entered into between, persons or agencies desig- 
nated by the Peanut Advisory Committee for the purpose of developing and con- 
ducting on a national, State, or regional basis publicity, promotion, and other 
programs designed to increase the consumption of peanuts and the products 
thereof and for research. 

“(h) The Secretary or his designee shall establish from payments made into 
any area fund, after expenditures for the purposes for which such fund is estab- 
lished have been made or moneys for such purposes have been allocated or desig- 
nated during any calendar year, a reserve to be used in any subsequent year 
for the purposes of subsection (3), (4), and (5) if the payments made into the 
fund during such subsequent year are insufficient to carry out such purpose. 

“(i) The Secretary or his designee shall, for the purpose of defraying the net 
losses sustained by the Commodity Credit Corporation during the calendar year 
in disposing of peanuts acquired under its price support program, transfer to 
the Commodity Credit Corporation from the amount which remains at the end 
of such calendar year in any fund established pursuant to this section and which 
is not designated for the purposes of subsection (a) (1) and (2) hereof, after 
expenditures have been made or moneys allocated during such calendar year 
for the purposes of subsection (a) (3) and (4) hereof, that amount which is 
necessary to defray such net losses: Provided, That, if the amount transferred 
to the Commodity Credit Corporation is insufficient to defray such net losses in 
disposing of peanuts acquired under its price support program in that area dur- 
ing such calendar year, the amount by which such net losses exceed the amount 
transferred shall be paid moneys available in any reserve created from any pay- 
ment made into the fund in prior calendar years or, to the extent the moneys 
available in such reserve are insufficient to defray the total excess of such net 
losses, shall constitute a charge against any payments made into the fund for 
that area in any subsequent calendar year, which are not designated for the 
purposes of subsection (a) (1) and (2) hereof, after expenditures have been 
made or moneys allocated during such subsequent calendar year for the purposes 
of subsection (a) (3) and (4) thereof.” 

Section 101, subsection (a), of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended. is 
amended by adding, in the first sentence thereof, after the word “wheat”, the 
word “peanuts”. 

Section 101, subsection (b), of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, is 
amended by deleting from the first sentence thereof, the words “and peanuts”. 








PEANUTS 31 


Section 101, subsection (d), of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof a new paragraph (8) as follows: 

“If producers have approved the establishment of funds, in the manner and for 
the purposes prescribed in title V of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
as amended, for each calendar year in which producers make payments into 
such fund, the amount of the deduction shall be deducted from the price received 
by the grower.” 

Section 403 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, is amended by adding 
the following sentence at the end: “In the case of peanuts, the same support 
price shall apply to each 1 per centum Sound Mature Kernels for all types with 
a premium to be determined by the Department for Extra Large Virginia-type 
peanuts and for Valencia-type peanuts that are suitable for cleaning and roast- 
ing.” 

Section 401, subsection (a) of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, is 
amended by adding the following sentence at the end: “In carrying out the price 
support program on peanuts, the Secretary shall not enter into any contracts 
either directly or indirectly with associations or their subsidiaries or affiliates 
where such associations are also engaged in shelling peanuts and where such 
contracts are not available on the same basis to other shellers of peanuts.” 

Mr. McMir1an. Would the authors of these bills care to make a 
statement ? 

Mr. Apsrrr. I do not care to make a statement at this time. 

Mr. McMman. Mr. Burleson ? 

Mr. Burreson. I did not understand Mr. Abbitt. Is Mr. Abbitt 
going tomakea statement ? 

Mr. Ansrrr. I will not make a statement today. 

Mr. Burteson. Whatever is the pleasure of the committee is mine 
also. Ishall be glad to comment upon H. R. 12545 and present to the 
committee a representative of the shellers of the Southwest and a 
representative of the growers of the Southwest. If that is the order 
the chairman would like, or he may first wish to hear representatives 
of the Department of Agriculture on the two pending measures. 

Mr. McMr1an. We would like to hear from you and then you may 
introduce the people you are interested in. We will hear them later 
and hear the members first. 


STATEMENT OF HON. OMAR BURLESON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Burteson. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 
appear before you in support of H. R. 12545, a bill to amend the pea- 
nut marketing quota and price support provision of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 and the Agricultural Act of 1949, and for 
other purposes. 

For many years the peanut growers and shellers of the Southwest 
area have lived with a situation of disparity of treatment in the allot- 
ment of acres for peanuts, the differentials in grades, price supports, 
and other inequities. ag ; 

These inequities are both legislative and administrative. Most of 
the inequities could have been removed by administrative procedures, 
but we have not been able to get the action required. At one time 
there may have been some reason for the advantage now accruing to 
the Southeast peanut growers and shellers over those of the Southwest, 
but if that advantage ever had merit, the time has long passed when 
it is justified. In this measure we are simply asking that we have 
equal opportunity with the other areas, and I think that is all intended 
by H. R. 12545, which I have introduced. 
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The gentleman from Virginia, Mr. Abbitt, a member of this sub- 
committee, has authored a similar measure which is applicable to the 
Carolina-Virginia area, as opposed to the Southeast which enjoys 
certain comparative advantages. The two bills are not irreconcilable 
and in many instances attempt to correct the inequities, which I believe 
are recognized to exist by members of this committee, the Department 
of Agriculture and all others who have looked with any objectivity 
in comparing the status of the three major peanut-producing areas of 
the country. 

We here in the Congress have learned from past experience that it 
is necessary we lend one another fullest cooperation in order to pro- 
tect the peanut program. We have recognized by uneasy experience 
that the peanut program, as such, is constantly in jeopardy, and that 
we needed one another at all times to maintain a fair position for our 
people in the business of raising and shelling peanuts. 

The Southwestern growers and shellers have recognized this posi- 
tion and have sacrificed considerable of their rights and legitimate 
demands to these facts of life. We are not of a mind to disturb that 
cooperation, but we are to the point of no return and simply cannot 
continue at the disadvantage we now suffer. 

Mr. Chairman, we are being priced out of the peanut market be- 
cause of the differential of almost $6 a ton now applied between the 
Southwest Spanish and the Southeast Runners. We are in desperate 
circumstances and must come before this committee to beg of you to 
give us relief by lawful instructions to the Department of Agricul- 
ture. We are no longer willing to remain silent under the pressure 
that action at this time may place in further jeopardy the entire pea- 
nut program. We recognize this as a fact and would not be here to- 
day with this plea if there was any reasonable way to avert it. 

In addition, Mr. Chairman, there are other provisions of H. R. 
12545 which we believe will greatly improve the opportunities for 
peanut growers and shellers. We believe the self-help plan proposed 
in this bill will in time remove some of the criticism constantly voiced 
against the peanut program by those who would destroy it. We be- 
lieve the losses now experienced under the direct support program 
would be drastically reduced, that it would give greater freedom of op- 
eration to growers and shellers; that it is workable; and that the pro- 
gram as we now know it would be largely placed in the hands of the 
farms themselves. Mr. Sydney Reagan and Mr. Ross Wilson, repre- 
senting the Southwest growers and shellers, will develop this point 
and others more fully in their testimony. 

Mr. Chairman, let me — that we have not the slightest desire 
to impose any unreasonable conditions upon the growers and the 
shellers of the Southeast. Contrarily, certainly we wish to help and 
cooperate with all other areas as we have in the past, if for no other 
reason that it is to our own advantage. If what we are asking in this 
legislation can be successfully proved unfair or without merit, then 
we will do as we have in the past, cooperate as long as our people are 
in business; but the time is here when either the farmers of our area 
must stop producing and move off their farms, and the shellers go out 
of business because we cannot continue the downgrade we are on by 
reason of the inequities now imposed upon us. 

I sincerely hope that this committee will approve the provision of 
H. R. 12545 and will make it a part of any omnibus farm bill which 
may be produced in this session of the Congress. 
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Mr. Chairman, with your permission I would like to present to the 
committee Mr. Sydney Reagan who represents the shellers of the 
Southwest area. 

Mr. McMituan. I believe we have your name on this list. 

Mr. Burueson. I thought as a matter of continuity the committee 
would hear them in order, but whatever the committee wishes to do 
is all right. 

Mr. McMitian. I want to find out if any of the Members have to go 
to another committee meeting. I believe Mr. Sikes has to leave as soon 
as possible. 

Mr. Burteson. And I believe Mr. Thornberry has to go. 

Mr. Srxzs. I think you will find all the Members here have other 
committee meetings. We are pressed for time and if we could say 
a few words I think that would suffice for our purpose at this time. 
Shall I proceed, sir ? 

Mr. McMitian. We will be glad for you to make any statement you 
desire at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT L. F. SIKES, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Sixes. I have the greatest respect for the introducers of the 
two bills that are before your subcommittee. Both are outstanding 
Members of the Congress and I know they are acting in good faith 
and in good conscience in what they are proposing. Nevertheless, I 
as a Member of Congress who represents a major peanut-producing 
area must protest very strongly the enactment of either of these 
measures. I would like to remind the committee that we have had 
the greatest difficulty in recent years in maintaining a support-price 
structure for peanuts. We have had great difficulty on the floor of the 
House of Representatives in protecting the growers of peanuts at all. 
If we open this field of legislation again, I do not know what might 
happen. I think it could be extremely dangerous to the whole peanut- 
producing industry, to every farmer who is a producer of peanuts. I 
earnestly hope the committee will keep this in mind. 

I would like to point out, Mr. Chairman, that the legislation that is 
now before you would seriously divide the forces of the peanut pro- 
ducers, and to divide your forces in the face of the determined opposi- 
tion to any peanut program that we have had demonstrated in recent 
years would be a very dangerous and could be a very foolhardy think. 
If we get to fighting among ourselves we are going to lose the whole 
program. That is exactly what I can see happening if we go ahead 
with this legislation. 

I earnestly hope the committee will not report either of these bills. 
Thank you, sir. 

Mr. McMitian. Mr. Teague. 


STATEMENT OF HON. OLIN E. TEAGUE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Treacue. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much this oppor- 
tunity to appear before your committee in support of H. R. 12545, a 
bill to amend the peanut marketing quotas and price-support provi- 
sions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended. 
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Let me say at the start, Mr. Chairman, that for sure I would not 
want to do anything which might jeopardize the status of the peanut 
industry as a basic commodity under the act; however, for many years 
now I know that the peanut growers of the ‘Southwest have felt that 
they have been discriminated against by acreage allotments, grades, 
and price- support programs under the act. 

During the most recent years, the Southwest Spanish-type peanut 
has been priced out of the market to the disadvantage of the growers 
and shellers. My people are of the firm conviction that the enactment 
of H. R. 12545 will go a long way toward correcting many inequities 
and will assist them in gaining an equal opportunity to market their 
peanuts on the same basis as other areas of the country. It is for this 
reason that I strongly recommend that this committee give favorable 
consideration to the reporting of this bill in order that the House can 
work its will in behalf of this segment of our agricultural economy. 


Mr. McMitian. Mr. Thornberry. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HOMER THORNBERRY, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Tuornserry. I will associate myself with my colleague, Mr. 
Burleson, but I recognize there is a great deal to what Mr. Sikes says. 
I think all of us should try to work together on a program to try to 
solve some of these problems which the peanut growers face. I do not 
think it is possible for any of us familiar with the situation to say that 
the situation is as it ought to be. I ama little familiar with the situ- 
ation facing the peanut growers in my area. I have a great deal of 
sympathy with the problem they face and I am of course determined 
to do whatever I can to be effective in helping them. I do not think 
we should find ourselves at loggerheads with each other. There has 
to be some patience and understanding between us. 

I am here to express my interest in the overall problem and appre- 
ciate the committee going into it. 

McMitian. Mr. Forrester. 


STATEMENT OF HON. E. L. FORRESTER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mr. Forrester. In a few minutes I have to go to the Judiciary Com- 
mittee, responding to the call of the chairman of our Rules C ommittee 
and a great Virginian, the Honorable Howard Smith. We have some 
mighty constructive work over there to attempt to do this morning. 

Nev ‘ertheless, I would like to have you indulge me a minute or two 
and let me register my most vigorous opposition to this legislation. 

Now, Mr. C hairman, I think I can say truthfully that I represent 
the largest peanut area in the United States. I do not think anyone 
comes close to me unles it be my neighbor, John Pilcher, of the Second 
District of Georgia. 

This is not just a crop that to some extent affects our economy. 
As a matter of fact, down where I live, Mr. Chairman, it is v irtually 
our farming economy. So now I am tremendously interested in the 
peanut situation over the United States. Let me say this to you. 
Since I have been in Congress, 2 or 3 times have we been met over there 
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on the floor with determined opposition to destroy the peanut pro- 
gram. It would seem to me it would be utterly foolhardy for the small 
band of Congressmen who represent peanut areas to go over upon the 
floor and battle for any peanut legislation at this time. Either 14 
or 16, I do not remember which, represents the Members of the Con- 
gress who are interested in peanuts and have peanuts in their congres- 
sional districts. That is a might small number when you operate upon 
the idea that we have 435 Members of Congress. I have seen these 
vicious attacks made upon the floor and the ‘Jast time—there is not a 
one here who does not remember it—on the teller vote we were ab- 
solutely defeated. Had there not been a lot of work done during 
the night, we would have lost the entire peanut program. I remember 
on the rolleall vote we saved peanuts as 1 of the 6 basic crops by 8 
votes. 

Now, gentlemen, I just simply cannot be a party to putting upon 
the block the future of the peanut growers in my area and in your 
areas. There are lots of things we could s say about this legislation but 
pr imarily what I am trying to say to the Members who are interested 
in peanuts is this: For God’s sake, let peanuts alone now. You can- 
not win. We just simply stand to lose. In my opinion if we are going 
to try to render effective representation to our people, I think we 
should know when it is time to halt as well as to know when it is time 
to attempt to act. 

That is a thought I want to get over. I want to register my com- 
plete objection to our attempting to bring any peanut legislation out 
on the floor this year of any kind whatever. 

But before I leave I do want to say to the chairman that we have 
with us this morning my colleague, John Pilcher, and I will say in 
behalf of John Pilcher that I doubt seriously that there is a man in 
the Congress who is sounder or knows more about agriculture than 
John Pilcher, my friend and my colleague and my next-door neigh- 
bor. John will certainly have a fine contribution to make to this 
subcommittee this morning as he discusses this peanut legislation. 

In addition to that, we have the president of our Georgia Farm 
Bureau, Hon. John Duncan, who wants the privilege of appearing 
before you. 

Additionally, we have a distinguished former member of the House 
of Representative, a man who is from the district that I have the 
honor to represent at this time. He considers this legislation of such 
importance and the defeat of this legislation of such importance that 
he has come up here from Americus, Ga., and he wants the privilege 
of testifying before you this morning. 

We have Hon. Walter R: andolph, president of the Alabama Farm 
Bureau, and I am satisfied that there are representatives from 
Florida. 

Mr. Marruews. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Forrester. Yes. 

Mr. Marruews. The president of the Florida Farm Bureau sent 
his regrets but said he wanted to be associated with the gentleman 
from Georgia and they could speak 100 percent for the peanut grow- 
ers of Florida. 

Mr. Forrester. So far as any farm program is concerned, you 
should look at that from an overall picture. In lots of phases in this 
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agricultural program we do not think we are getting exactly what 
might be coming to us. But we think even then we are doing a whole 
lot better under our farm program than if we did not have a farm 
program. We are willing, for the time being at least, in order to try 
to preserve the situation as is, to go along with some of the burdens 
we think we are assuming and have been assuming for some time. I 
wanted to inject that. 

Mr. Chairman, if you will excuse me now, I will go on over to my 
committee. I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before you. 

Mr. McMitxian. Thank you, Mr. Forrester. 

Mr. Pilcher, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. L. PILCHER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mr. Pixcner. First I want to say I do not know how to get up and 
oppose what Mr. Abbitt and Mr. Burleson have put in. I do not 
believe I have ever disagreed with them on a single bill before. But 
I want to concur in what the Congressman from Florida and my col- 
league from Georgia, Mr. Forrester, had to say. 

In March the peanut section of the Georgia Farm Bureau had a 
meeting. They passed resolutions that they did not want any peanut 
legislation at this time. A few days later the shellers of that area had 
a meeting and adopted unanimously the same resolution that our 
growers adopted. By the way, our growers were represented by the 
Florida and Georgia growers. A little later the Alabama growers met 
and adopted the same resolution. 

Iam one who believes that we cannot afford to get to fighting among 
ourselves, not only on peanuts but on tobacco, dairy, wheat, corn. If 
these bills are introduced in order to get tied onto some omnibus farm 
bill that might come up this time or some special legislation, I think 
we are going to find ourselves all crossed up, section against section, 
cummnott against commodity, and it is not going to be good for the 
agricultural people anywhere in the United States. I think if we ever 
get any farm legislation, it has to represent all of the basic crops. 

If you want to put it on a selfish standpoint, you take tobacco in 
my section. We have a far better case to present to a committee of 
this House on tobacco than these peanut boys have. The type tobacco 
raised in Georgia last year, there was less than six-tenths of 1 per- 
cent of it that went into the Stabilization Corporation, whereas 21 
percent of the North Carolina tobacco went into the Stabilization Cor- 
poration. Even though the Carolina tobacco has to be tied and our 
tobacco untied, our tobacco brought 4 cents a pound more than the 
North Carolina tobacco last year. 

Even with that, I have told my tobacco growers I would not intro- 
duce legislation unless I was forced to get the tobacco growers fighting 
among tobacco growers. 

We are having a hard enough time when we all try to stick together, 
not only in the South but in the West and in the North. I think that 
agriculture has to stick together all the way down the line. I just 
think that special bills like this that favor one special section are 
harmful not only to the peanut industry but harmful to the entire 
agricultural program. Thank you. 
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Mr. McMiiitan. Thank you, Mr. Pilcher. We have Congressman 
Fountain in the audience. 

Mr. Founrarn. I appreciate the invitation to be present in your 
committee this morning. I came primarily to listen. I do not care 
to make a statement at this time. 

Mr. McMittan. You may file a statement or appear later. 

Mr. Thigpen and Mr. Miller are here from the Department. Do 
you care to make a statement now or wait until later? 

Mr. Mitier. We would like to make a statement now, if you please, 
sir. 

Mr. McMitiayn. Very well. 


STATEMENT OF CLARENCE MILLER, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, COM- 
MODITY STABILIZATION SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRI- 
CULTURE 


Mr. Mutter. I am Clarence Miller. On last Friday the Department 
was requested to make a report and state its position with respect to 
H. R. 12566. We are at the present time drawing up a policy state- 
ment with respect to this bill. It is in the Peanuts and Oils Division 
of Mr. Thigpen. He has not had time to conclude the study and sub- 
mit it to the policy staff for their consideration. We expect to do 
it as rapidly as possible and Mr. Thigpen thinks he will have a draft 
out for the consideration of our office and the Administrator’s Office 
tomorrow and probably for consideration of the policy staff by the 
first of the week or at their next meeting. 

Mr. McMiuzan. Would you be in a position to give us also a re- 
port on Mr. Burleson’s bill ? 

Mr. Mitter. Yes, sir, we will on H. R. 12545 also. The Department 
has some reservations on first blush about some of the provisions of 
these acts. We would welcome the opportunity to not only present 
our position but testify at some future date, sir, on these bills. 

Mr. McMittan. The hearing will not be concluded today. You 
will have that opportunity. 

Mr. Mitter. We will submit our report as rapidly as we can. I 
regret we do not have it this morning. We have not had time to 
bring it up for consideration of the policy staff. 

Mr. McMitian. I realize we gave you short notice of this hearing. 
Thank you very much. 

Mr. Burleson, would you like to finish your presentation ? 

Mr. Burreson. May I present Mr. Sydney Reagan who represents 
the peanut growers and shellers of the Southwest. 

Mr. McMirxan. Mr. Reagan, you may proceed. 

Mr. Burueson. Mr. Reagan suggests we might hear Mr. Ross Wil- 
son, manager of the Southwest Peanut Growers Association, first, 
and he will follow. 

Mr. McMitian. Mr. Wilson, we will be glad to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF ROSS WILSON, MANAGER, SOUTHWESTERN 
PEANUT GROWERS ASSOCIATION, GORMAN, TEX. 


Mr. Witson. Mr. Chairman, I am Ross Wilson, manager of South- 
western Peanut Growers Association, Gorman, Tex. I would like 
to say that our grower group from the Southwest met in Atlanta, 
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Ga., back in November with the grower groups from the other two 
major peanut- producing areas in an attempt to get together on some 
possible legislation and that it was stated in that meeting and is a 
matter of record that the resulting proposed legislation coming out 
of that meeting was unanimously “accepted by those there with the 
exception of two flagged points, I believe we had a point flagged and 
1 believe the southeastern area had one. But otherwise the meeting 
was generally harmonious and it was generally recognized by those 
present that the present peanut program had proved to be vulnerable 
in certain respects in the past. 

The meeting was very constructive in that we were trying to come 
up with something that would put our peanut program in a more 
stable position and for the very reasons that have been enumerated 
here this morning. We do not intend that this would tend to disrupt 
the harmony that now exists among the areas. We have in mind 
something constr uctive. 

We continued to work in our area after the meeting in Atlanta 
on a peanut bill. We had a subsequent meeting in Febr uary of the 
three areas again in Washington. At that time “two of the areas still 
sensed the need for continued work on some type of peanut legisla- 
tion, but one of the areas for some reason had changed its viewpoint 
in this respect and did not wish to go ahead with the legislation. We 
are continuing to work with grower people from the other two areas 
trying to come up with something more constructive than the pres- 
ent program. We think that if we wait until maybe a later date we 
would not be in as good a position to do something as we are at 
the present time. 

That is all I have to say. 

Mr. McMitian. Do you have any idea that you and the growers 
and shellers can all get together before we complete these hearings? 

Mr. Witson. We are « ertainly willing to try, sir. 

Mr. McMitian. Thank you. 

Mr. Avzirr. Did I understand you to say some time in November 
1957 that the growers or their representatives from the Virginia- 
Carolina area, Southwest and Southeast had a joint meeting? 

Mr. Witson. That is correct, in Atlanta, Ga. 

Mr. Apeirr. Was there substantial agreement as to what was to 
be done and how you were to proceed so far as legislation was 
concerned / 

Mr. Wuson. There was. The grower group from Virginia-Caro- 
lina had previously distributed some information to the grower repre- 
sentatives from the other areas so that they might have a chance to 
look at it and so we would have a starting point upon which to con- 
struct something. I believe that was sent out 4 or 5 weeks prior to the 
Atlanta meeting and went to representatives of all areas. The pur- 
pose of the Atlanta meeting was to go over the proposals and change 
them as the majority saw fit. That is s what was done. 

At the conclusion of the meeting there seemed to be general agree- 
ment on all points. I believe the minutes of the meeting will show 
that, with the exception of two points. 

Mr. Apgsirr. Do you have the minutes of the meeting ? 

Mr. Witson. I do. 

Mr. Aspirr. May I see them? 

Mr. Wuson. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Burirson. May I make one statement? Would the Chair per- 
mit me to go off the record. 
Mr. McMmran. Off the record. 


(Discussion off the record.) 


STATEMENT OF SYDNEY C. REAGAN, GENERAL COUNSEL, 
SOUTHWESTERN PEANUT SHELLERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Reacan. Mr. Chairman, my name is Sydney C. Reagan and I 
serve as general counsel to the Southwestern Peanut Shellers Associ- 
aie This morning the Southwestern Peanut ee Association 
has asked me to present a discussion of H. R. 12545 so that what I 
will be saying will be said for the Southwestern Pe sanut Grower’s As- 
sociation. 

I wish to state that the Southwestern Peanut Shellers Association 
also are in complete harmony with this bill. 

I want nothing that I say at this hearing to be used by the opponents 
of the price-support program. Our concern is how we can maintain 
a strong healthy price-support program for peanuts. We feel there 
is a very urgent need that action be taken to strengthen the program. 
We are convinced that the opponents of the peanut price-support pro- 
gram are not going to remain idle and inactive merely because we who 
favor the price- support program remain idle and inactive. 

Twice within the last few years we have seen sneak attacks on the 
peanut price-support program. ‘They came close to being successful. 
We fear future attacks and what we are concerned with is trying to 
get this program on a basis so that it can withstand any attack that is 
made on it. 

We feel that there is a golden opportunity confronting the peanut 
growers today of all areas to develop a program when they are not 
under pressure of attack, to develop a program that can withstand 
attack. Twice I have seen the attack made and I have seen that we 
did not have time then to develop a sound program. The opposition 
did not give us time. 

Now in connection with H. R. 12545 I would like to point out that 
the bill has three primary objectives. 

First, it is aimed at providing a method of increasing the market 
for peanuts from all areas through a program of advertising, promo- 
tion, and research. 

Second, it provides for a self-help program for peanut growers in 
each of the three major areas so that we will be in a position to remove 
one of the major criticisms directed at the peanut price-support pro- 
gram, which has been the losses that have been sustained. 

Third, the bill corrects certain defects which have been revealed 
durmg the last 6 or 7 years since there was any revision in the peanut 
legislation. 

I might point out there that we must continue to watch the legisla- 
tion even though Congress were to pass the proposed bill. We must 
continue to watch and see how the legislation is working out. 

I would like to take up now some of the major details of the bill. I 
will take them up in the order in which they appear in the bill. 

The percentage of carryover contained in the supply percentage 
calculation—that is, what is considered to be normal ¢arr yover—is 
increased from 15 to 27 percent. Now this is clearly in line with the 
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facts of life in the peanut industry; 15 percent of normal domestic 
quota consumption plus exports is entirely inadequate as a carry- 
over. The carryover that has been carried by the industry during the 
past several years reveals this. 

This change has the effect of reducing the supply percentage under 
any given situation of actual carryover and production. With this 
supply percentage being reduced, ‘the percent of parity support is 
increased up to 90 percent. In other wor ds, under the flexible system 
of supports this provision would have the effect of increasing the 
minimum support to the growers. 

Mr. Asprrr. Before leaving that, may I ask a question ? 

Mr. McMitian. Yes. 

Mr. Assirr. As I understand it the purpose of this section is to 
write into the law the present practice of the trade. 

Mr. Reagan. Correct, sir. 

Mr. Assrrr. Does that discriminate against any of the three areas? 

Mr. Reacan. Absolutely not. 

Mr. Assrrr. Could the Virginia type producers fuss about that 
provision ? 

Mr. Reacan. No, sir. The Virginia producers, I believe, favor an 
increase from 15 to 25 percent and the Southwest area certainly would 
not quibble over the 2 percent. 

Mr. Azpirr. Would that discriminate in any way against producers 
in the Southeast ? 

Mr. Reagan. No, sir. It would help the producers in the South- 
east in that under the sliding system of supports it would raise the 
support to them. 

Mr. Aperrr. I just wanted to find out wherein the bill discriminates 
against any particular area producers. That is the only purpose of 
the question. 

What you are doing here is putting into law the practice of the 
trade. 

Mr. Reacan. That is correct. 

Mr. Asstrr. So that producers can get a fair shake when it comes 
to figuring the parity percentage. 

Mr. Reacan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Assirr. Thank you. 

Mr. Reacan. The next point of major concern in the bill provides 
that in determining the supply percentage the CCC carryover shall 
not be included in the estimated actual ‘supply. The effect of this 
change is to decrease the supply percentage and consequently to in- 
crease the parity level of support up to 90 percent of parity. 

Sir, the reason we are proposing this is to discourage CCC from 

carrying over peanuts for the purpose, we feel, of depressing the 
level of. support to growers. The Department carried over substan- 
tial quantities of peanuts in 1957 and we understand that they plan 
to do the same in 1958 as of August 1. 

The effect of this very large Government carryover is to depress 
the support price to growers and we object to that, sir. Under this 
proposal if the Government sees fit to carry over peanuts, whether 
the peanuts are actually owned by the Government or whether they 
are under loan to the Government, then they would not be counted 
in determining the supply percentage. 
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Mr. Aspirr. As I understand that, it is to correct the situation that 
developed in the Department last year where under the present law 
the Department can carry over sufficient peanuts so as to fix the sup- 
port price at any figure it desires. Is that correct under the present 
law ? 

Mr. Reacan. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Apsirr. My recollection is we had a hearing on that last year 
before this subcommittee in which all the growers’ representatives to 
my recollection were complaining and stating that the Department 
in an endeavor to reduce this support price had deliberately carried 
over an excess amount and therefore brought the support price down 
to all the growers in all three areas of the ] peanut producing sections. 
Is that your understanding ? 

Mr. Reagan. That is right, all growers were hurt by the action 
of the Department; all growers in all areas would be helped by this 
provision. 

Mr. Assirr. The purpose of this particular provision is to prevent 
the Department from playing fast and loose with the support price 
of the peanut producers. 

Mr. Reacan. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Assirr. Does it discriminate against any one of the three 
areas ? 

Mr. Reacan. In no way, sir. 

Mr. Harrison. I would like to ask a question about this increase 
from 15 to 27 percent. I wonder if this is not just a paper operation 
and are we just increasing the amount of carryover from 15 to 27 
percent in order to make it appear that we do not have any great 
amount of peanuts on hand. Are we helping ourselves or just buying 
time until we catch up with the 27 percent and then be back in the 
same position with 27 percent carryover rather than 15, which will 
probably depress the marvhes more than it is depressed at the present 
time. I just do not understand the thinking with respect to increasing 
the carryover. 

We have done this same thing in the case of wheat. We have in- 
creased the carryover from time to time but we get in a worse position 
by doing that. I wish you would explain the mechanism here by 
which you are going to increase the price by increasing the amount 
of carryover. It seems to me the car ryover is the one factor that de- 
presses the price. 

Mr. Reagan. Yes, sir. The change that we are proposing from 15 
to 27 percent has to do with the estimated normal carryover as defined 
in the legislation. It does not refer to the actual carryover. The 
actual carryover could be greater than the 27 percent or it could be 
less. As I understand it, the purpose of deliniie a normal carryover 
is to describe what seems to be reasonably desirable and reasonably 
in line with practices. The 15 percent which is now in the legislation 
has generally been below the actual carryover. 

So that what we are doing here is bringing the estimated norma] 

‘arryover more in line with reality. As tothe way in which that enters 
‘ode ‘the level of support, under the sliding system the level of support 
is determined by taking 

Mr. Harrison. By the amount of carryover ? 
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Mr. Reacan. That enters in, sir. So that if we increase the esti- 
mated normal carryover, then that will result in a lower supply per- 
centage, your supply percentage being obtained by taking the esti- 
mated actual supply and dividing it by the normal supply. If you 
increase the carryover in your estimated normal supply, then you get 
a lower supply percentage which will increase the level of support 
under the flexible system. 

Mr. Harrison. By increasing the estimated carryover you decrease 
the actual carryover; am I right ? 

Mr. Reacan. No, sir; it has no direct effect on the actual carryover 
one way or the other. It simply has to do with what goes into the 
normal supply figure. 

Let me give an illustration. If you increase the estimated carry- 
over by a certain number of tons, then that increases the normal sup- 
ply by that same number of tons since estimated carryover goes into 
normal supply. The effect is that when you take estimated actual 
supply, which does take into account the actual carryover, and divide 
by the normal supply you come up with a smaller supply percentage 
which gives you a higher minimum support price. 

Mr. Harrison. I guess I understand it. 

Mr. Reagan. Sir, it is very complicated to me, too. 

Mr. Harrison. If we deal with the actual supply, we will come 
closer to getting the kind of legislation we need. Are we going to 
carry over 27 or 15 percent and thus determine the amount of peanuts 
we need for the coming year? I will yield at this time, not having a 
perfect picture. 

Mr. Smiru. Did that gentleman say he wasa lawyer? 

Mr. Reacan. Iam, sir. 

Mr. Suir. You sound more like a slide-rule engineer to me. 

Mr. McMitxan. Proceed. 

Mr. Reacan. The next major provision provides for the carryover 
of peanuts—that is, the actual carryover—to be considered in deter- 
mining the quota. We feel that this is giving recognition to reality. 
If we have a very low actual carryover then the quota should be higher. 
If we have a large actual carryover, then the quota should be lower to 
bring supply and demand better into balance. Under the present 
legislation carryover is not considered in setting the quota. 

Mr. Harrison. What is the determining factor in setting the quota? 

Mr. Reagan. Today? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes. 

Mr. Reacan. The determining factor is the estimated quantity that 
has been used during the past 5 years, adjusted for trends and so 
on, for edible uses, seed, and certain estimated farm uses, and a small 
export. 

he next major provision provides for an upward adjustment of 
the acreage allotments by States to allow for underplanting and under- 
harvesting so that the adjusted acres will produce the needed quota 
requirements. 

ery frankly this provision would help the southwestern area the 
most. We have some very real problems there. As a result, on the 
average we fail to harvest over 20 percent of our allotment. 

There is practically no underharvesting in the Virginia-Carolina 
area and about 6 percent underharvesting in the southeastern area. 
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This very high percentage of underharvesting in the southwestern 
area is brought about by several factors. , A 

First, our acreage is so spread out over the States in the Southwest 
that as a result of acreage cutbacks it has become uneconomical for 
some small producers to always plant and harvest their production. 

Second, we have very, shall I say, difficult weather conditions in 
the Southwest. We either get too much rain or too little rain and 
if we get just enough rain at the right time we normally end up with 
a freeze. So that we lose a lot of peanuts as a result of these weather 
conditions. 

In some years we harvest only about half of our allotment. In 
other years we may harvest a great part of it. For example, in 1956 
we harvested only 54 percent of our total acreage allotment. In 1955, 
however—I want to present the full picture—in 1955 we harvested 
about 98 percent of our allotment. During the past 5 years we have 
harvested on the average 74.4 percent of our allotment. 

Sir, if I may be permitted, I would like to submit for the record 
a statistical table showing the acreage allotments by areas, the acres 
harvested, and the percents. 

Mr. McMitian. Without objection, that information will be in- 
cluded in the record. 

(The table referred to follows :) 


Peanuts 


ACRES ALLOTTED AND ACRES HARVESTED, UNITED STATES AND PRINCIPAL 
PRODUCING AREAS, 1953-57 


{Thousands of acres] 


Virginia-Carolina Southeast Southwest United States 


Crop year a Dh ean ; ] 
Allctted | Har- | Allotted| Har- | Allotted| Har- | Allotted| Har- 














| vested | vested | vested | vested 

_aitlatihanietgeninpiilghiniatete lh isaeintiolsiandie inet Linnmearasinnsitopneineebbiiinats iteaainiainietl = 
$0885, -.-422: .| 291 | 291 857 | 808 | 530 416 | 1, 679 | 1, 515 
1954... os] 279 284 | 823 | 712 | 508 391 1,610 | 1, 387 
Wea e ect ‘ 7 299 307 | 885 | 828 | 547 534 | 1, 731 1, 669 
1956 }__._. ; 316 | 319 | 2819 | 810 | 3471 | 256 41, 606 1, 385 
1957 1. 279 | 290 | 824 | 808 | 509 456| 1é6ll 1 554 
mangseepenes a piensa Se 

Total... a | 1,464| 1,491 | 4,208 | 3,966 | 2, 565 2, 053 8, 237 | 7, 510 

| | | | 
PERCENTAGE HARVESTED 
Crop year | Virginia- | Southeast Southwest | United 
| Carolina | States 

Sats Ske, et? : peepine oil yseaekbale, | Ps det che Me TU a. 
1953. - cng ieiade led 100.0 | 94.3 78.5 | 90. 2 
1954 : Ue 7 | 101.8 | 86. 5 77.0 86. 1 
a sn bi ; aise 102.7 | 93. 6 97.6 | 96. 4 
1956 .| 100.9 | 98.9 54.4 86. 2 
5 4a Puahscktsdadal 103.9 | 98. 1 89. 6 96. 5 
5-year average _- ee ‘ } 101.9 94.3 79.4 91.1 


| 


1 Harvested acres from December 1957 crop production. 

2 Excludes 6,144 acres subsequently assigned to soil bank, 
3 Excludes 37,840 acres subsequently assigned to soil bank. 
4 Excludes 44,000 acres subsequently assigned to soil bank. 


Source: Oils and Peanut Division, Program Analysis Branch, Feb. 13, 1958, 
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Mr. Reacan. The next major provision 

Mr. Matruews. Would the gentleman yield for a question ¢ 

Mr. McMittan. Proceed. 

Mr. Marruews. I believe you are discussing H. R. 12545 by Mr. 
Burleson? We have 2 on our desk, 1 by Mr. Abbitt and 1 by Mr. 
Burleson. 

Mr. Reagan. It isthe Burleson bill. 

Mr. Matruews. 12545. 

Mr. Reacan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Matruews. Will you please check section 358. I believe that is 
the section you are discussing now. It is on page 2 of the Burleson 
bill, section 358. I believe that is the section you have been discussing. 

Mr. Reagan. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Marrnews. I wanted to understand that. If you will turn to 
page 3, let us start with line 5, I read now from (2) : 

Notwitstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary shall make an in- 
vestigation not later than February 1 of each calendar year for each area to 
determine whether the estimated supply as of the first day of the marketing 
year which begins in such calendar year will be less than 90 per centum of the 
estimated consumption of peanuts from each area during such marketing year 
plus 90 per centum of the estimated consumption during the period from the be- 
ginning of the marketing year through the first full calendar month in which 
there normally is heavy movement of new crop peanuts (that is, October for the 
southeast and southwest areas and November for the Virginia-Carolina area). 

Will you explain that more in detail, please. 

Mr. Reagan. Yes, sir, may I first give a little background for the 
provisions and then explain how it would work ? 

At the present time in the marketing quota and acreage allotment 
legislation we have provision for the Secretary to add on acres for 
the producers of types of peanuts that are in short supply. The 
criteria given the Secretary in the present legislation are along the fol- 
lowing lines: If the estimated supply based on the acres as they stand 
at the moment will be insufficient to sell as low as 105 percent of sup- 
port plus reasonable carrying charges, then the Secretary will add 
on sufficient acres to increase the supply so that they will sell at that 
percent. 

Now, each year the Department has had very great difficulty in 
applying this legislation. Frankly, it is very difficult criteria to 
apply. 

The only purpose of our suggestion here is to give an easier formula 
to the Department, one over which there will be less controversy than 
under the present formula. We feel that if acreage does need to be 
added on, then the Secretary should have that authority. This would 
give it to him, plus, we think, a workable formula. 

I might say that based on the experience of the Southwest under the 
present vi Mert the Southwest would probably never get any acres 
added on under this proposed legislation. We = feel that it should 


be in there for the benefit of the producers of some other types of 
peanuts who might run into the need to have an acreage increase. 
Mr. Appsirr. In other words, Doctor, as I understand it, this sug- 
gests further simplification of present law. Under present law there 
is no formula for the Secretary to go by. 
Mr. Reacan. There is no effective formula, sir. 
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Mr. Assrrr. It is in his discretion whether certain types of peanuts 
should be increased in their allotment for the present year, and he 
has exercised that discretion on occasion. He had to do it in his 
discretion without any formula written into the law. This is just a 
guidepost for him to go by in making that determination. 

Mr. Reacan. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. Does the Secretary take into consideration the weather 
factors about which you have been talking, in making this estimate ? 

_ Mr. Reagan. I presume, sir, he would take that into account in es- 
timating what the production was going to be. It would be neces- 
sary to take that into account, yes sir. 

The next major provision provides for the establishment of funds 
for several purposes. The first is to provide for publicity and promo- 
tion of peanuts. The second is to provide for research on peanuts. 

The purpose of these funds is to expand the market for peanuts. 
This is something which will help everybody in the peanut industry. 

Mr. McMitian. That is a fund to be assessed against each farmer. 

Mr. Reacan. Yes, sir, that is to be assessed against each farmer. 
I wanted to explain the uses of the fund and then come back and 
explain the way the fund would be collected and administered. 

Mr. McMiizan. Please make your statement as brief as possible. 
We have a good many witnesses waiting to be heard this morning. 

Mr. Reagan. Yes, sir, I shall be very happy to. 

For these uses which I have already mentioned, there would be a 
deduction of not over 1 percent of the average support per ton of 
peanuts for these uses. 

We have certain other uses for which funds would be deducted. 
One is to meet operating losses of peanutgrower cooperative associa- 
tions which contract directly with the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion in making price support available; in other words, to help bear 
these administrative costs. 

Next, funds would be used to meet the costs of diverting the surplus 
of peanuts. This surplus of peanuts might be diverted in the form 
of lower quality shelled peanuts, or it might be diverted in the form 
of farmers stock peanuts. These funds would be different from the 
research and promotion fund in that these funds to bear the costs of 
the program would be on an area basis; in other words, the Virginia- 
Carolina area, the southeast area, and the southwest area. 

The deduction which is being proposed here would not go into effect 
unless it had been approved by two-thirds of the growers voting In a 
referendum. In other words, it would be submitted to the growers. 

Mr. Assrrr. It would have to be approved by all the peanut pro- 
ducers ? 

Mr. Reacan. That is right. 

Mr. Apprrr. It would be one referendum ? 

Mr. Reagan. One referendum. 

Mr. Aserrr. The one referendum would include all areas? 

Mr. Reacan. That is right. 

Mr. Azsrrr. It would have to be approved by a two-thirds vote of 
all the peanut: producers participating in the referendum before this 
fund would be set up and go into effect ? 

Mr. Reacan. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Apsrrr. It is the purpose of the program to take the burden 
off the Federal Government, is it not? 

23887—58——4 
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Mr. Reagan. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Assirr. You would have a self-supporting program, paid for 
and financed by the producers themselves. It would relieve the tax- 
payete of the support of the peanut program. 

r. Reagan. That is right. 

This would be on an area basis. In other words, the growers in 
each area would bear the costs of the price support program in their 
area. 

The legislation provides that the Secretary will appoint an ad- 
visory committee consisting of 12 people who will advise and consult 
with him on carrying out this program. This committee of 12 would 
consist of 2 grower representatives from each area, 1 sheller represen- 
tative from each area, and 3 manufacturers of peanut products. 

Mr. Marruews. I do not wish to prolong this discussion, but I no- 
tice that you do not have a majority of producers. About half of that 
committee are producers and the other half are divided between shell- 
ers and manufacturers. Are you wedded to that particular number? 
I imagine you gave a good deal of thought to it. 

Mr. Reagan. No, sir, we are not wedded to that particular number. 
Our concern is that the viewpoints of all segments of the peanut indus- 
try be brought to bear in advising the Secretary on this program. 
That is the major purpose. 

Mr. Smiru. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Mr. McMinian. You certainly may. 

Mr. Smiru. What is the general status of the peanut trade if you 
decrease the price of peanuts to increase their consumption ? 

Mr. Reagan. Sir, r will give you my own personal opinion on this. 
There are many in the trade who disagree violently with me. I feel if 
you decrease the price of peanuts, then the immediate response, per- 
haps that year, is only a slight increase in consumption. I think that 
over time, however, with a slightly lower priced peanut, you would 
have an expansion of your market. 

I might point out that the purpose of this bill is not to reduce the 
level of support. We have put things in the bill which up it. 

Another provision is that when it is determined to handle the di- 
version through diverting the lower quality edible shelled peanuts, 
the price which would be paid the shellers for these lower quality pea- 
nuts would be not less than 100 percent of the market price and not 
over 110 percent of the market price of the lower quality shelled 
peanuts. 

The purpose of this provision is to get a workable program of di- 
verting lower quality shelled peanuts. We have seen from the ex- 
perience of the last few years that the Secretary is unwilling, without 
legislative direction, to set a price on lower quality shelled peanuts 
sufficiently high to result in an effective diversion program of these 
lower quality peanuts, even in the face of acute surpluses. We have 
seen good quality farmers stock peanuts being diverted into crushing 
into oil and meal, and lower quality shelled edible peanuts going into 
the edible trade. 

I feel the Department needs legislative guidance on this matter. 

Another provision is that the conversion table which is used for 
determining the percentage of parity support would be changed for 
peanuts so peanuts would conform to the present standards for corn, 
wheat, and rice. The effect there would be to lower the support. It 
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would be more than offset, however, by the provision which I discussed 
with your earlier. 

Another provision in the bill is that the peanuts would be supported 
on a uniform support per 1 percent sound mature kernels for all types, 
with a premium for the extra large Virginia-type peanuts and for the 
Valencia-type peanuts which are suitable for cleaning and roasting. 

The purpose of this provision is to bring about equality between the 
various types of peanuts. The southwestern area has seen a severe 
loss of market to peanuts from other areas, and a major factor here 
has been that the Department has tended to price us out of the market. 

Just to show you what I am talking about, when I speak of a sound 
mature kernel I refer to a standard of quality of kernels in the farmer’s 
stock peanuts. So the 1 percent sound mature kernels in a ton of pea- 
nuts would be 20 pounds of sound mature kernels. 

From 1951 through 1955, the Department had the same support per 
1 percent sound mature kernels for runner peanuts and for Southwest 
Spanish. Then in 1956 the Department created a spread between 
Southwest Spanish peanuts and runner peanuts produced in the south- 
east area, so the Southwest Spanish were 5 cents higher. 

That hurt. 

Then in 1957, the Department increased this 5-cent spread to 8 
cents. 

Frankly, we feel, gentlemen, that the Department needs some legis- 
lative guidance on this matter. May I insert this table showing the 
support price by types per 1 percent sound mature kernels per ton 
of farmers stock peanuts / 

Mr. McMitxan. Without objection, it may be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

(The table referred to follows :) 


Peanut price support per 1 percent sound mature kernels per ton by farmers’ 
stock, by type, by year, 1951-57 
(In dollars] 








Crop Virginia | Runner | Southeast | Southwest Valencia 

Spanish | Spanish 

ae alae fa Tae +4 BO) -v - — Wee 016 Be 

{ 

1951... Misawa e eae $3. 50 $3. 20 | $3, 

adie kenwenddeeteceedaabads 3. 60 3. 30 3. < 

1953... asl tauediaaich a akie | 3. 60 3. 30 3. ¢ 

1954 na ee 3.7 3. 40 | 3. 

1955. _. 3. 70 3. 40 3. 

1956... Soientardttaatocd sn 3. 28 3.15 3. 4 

WR tt. caivinkd dtthntdctcodenhek 3.19 3.06 | 3. 








Source: Oils and Peanut Division, CSS Program Analysis Branch, May 26, 1958. 


Mr. Assirr. You are actually talking about an artificial differen- 
tial which the Department has set up among the types of peanuts. 
As I understand it, if a producer is selling Spanish peanuts, under the 
price support program the buyer must pay 8 cents more for each 1 per- 
cent sound mature kernels per ton than he would pay for runner. 

Mr. Reagan. That is right. 

Mr. Assirr. That is under the present practice. 

Mr. Reacan. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Assirr. While the Department quotes peanuts as such at a 
certain price per ton, they establish certain differentials as between the 
types, as I understand it. 
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Mr. Reacan. That is right. 

Mr. Apprrr. You are trying to eliminate in this bul the artificial 
differential which has been set up, is that right ¢ 

Mr. Reagan. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Assrrr. So the manufacturer will use Spanish peanuts for 
peanut butter and buy them on the same basis, in the same market, 
and with the same competition as the Virginia peanuts for peanut 
butter or Georgia, Alabama, or Southeast peanuts for peanut butter. 
Is that the purpose of that provision ? 

Mr. Reacan. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Assirr. So peanuts for the same use can be competitive on an 
equal and fair basis. 

Mr. Reacan. That is right, sir. 

I might point out what has actually been happening over the years 
with respect to the use of runner peanuts and Spanish peanuts in 
peanut butter. In 1946-47 marketing year, only 92 million pounds 
of shelled runner peanuts were used in making peanut butter. By 
1956-57, the use of runner peanuts in making peanut butter had in- 
creased to 177 million somuste In sharp contrast, the use of Spanish 
peanuts in peanut butter decreased from 175 million pounds to 105 
million pounds during the same period. 

The fine quality, plus the low prices of runners, have caused peanut 
butter manufacturers to favor runner peanuts to the serious detriment 
of Spanish peanuts. 

Sir, I have just one more point. 

This bill provides that the Department of Agriculture in carrying 
out the peanut price support program will not enter into contracts, 
either directly or indirectly, with groups or their subsidiaries where 
such groups are also engaged in shelling peanuts and where such 
contracts are not available on the same basis to all shellers. 

In other words, all that is being suggested in this provision is that 
all groups which are engaged in shelling peanuts be put on the same 
basis so no sheller will have a competitive advantage over another 
sheller as a result of the peanut price support program. 

Sir, we feel this provision is simple justice. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Assirr. Doctor, will you explain how you are going to make 
this estimate? I think we should have that for the record. 

Mr. Reagan. Yes. Thank you, sir. 

The Secretary would determine each year the estimated amount 
of money which would be needed by areas to handle any surplus from 
that area. Then that would be broken down on a per ton basis of 
the peanuts being produced in that area. When a producer took his 
peanuts to market, a deduction would be made. The Secretary would 
designate someone as a collecting agency. The deduction would be 
made from the price paid the grower. 

Let us say the deduction was $10, and the price agreed on between 
the sheiler and the grower was $220. Then the price would be $220, 
the grower would get $210, and the sheller would turn in the $10 
deduction to this pool which had been established. Then that would 
be available for paying the cost of the program. If the Secretary 
overestimated how much would be needed to be deducted so there re- 
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mained a surplus in the fund at the end of the year, then that would 
be taken into account in setting the deduction the following year. 

Mr. Asprrr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. McMitian. Thank you, Dr. Reagan. 

Mr. Rawlings, will you take the stand and explain the difference 
between vour bill and the Burleson bill. 

Mr. Agerrr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say Mr. William D. 
Rawlings is executive secretary of the Virginia Peanut Growers 
Association. I have known Mr. Rawlings for many years. He is a 
dedicated agriculturalist. He knows the peanut program better than 
anybody else in our area. I am delighted to see him here, and I 
Know he will contribute materially to the information which we will 
need in developing information on this current legislation. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM D. RAWLINGS, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
ASSOCIATION OF VIRGINIA PEANUT AND HOG GROWERS 


Mr. Rawutnes. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee: 
My name is William D. Rawlings. I am executive secretary of the 
Association of Virgima Peanut and Hog Growers, and I am a pro- 
ducer myself. 

My time before the committee this morning I want to spend dis- 
cussing in some detail H. R. 12566 which was introduced by Congress- 
man Abbitt. 

At the outset, I would like to make it clear that the growers of 
Virginia and North Carolina have never had any intention of asking 
that a peanut bill be reported out of this subcommittee or the full 
committee as separate legislation. We recognize full well the hazards 
which have been pointed out here this morning by people who are 
genuinely interested in the peanut program as we are. 

We have made every effort that we knew how to make to get a 
complete understanding among grower interests in all three areas. I 
believe Mr. Wilson mentioned the fact that back in November 1957, 
the grower associations in Virginia and North Carolina actually took 
the iead in calling a meeting with representation from the other 2 
areas in Atlanta, Ga., and we had a very construction 2-day meet- 
ing there. 

Later there was another meeting of the same two grower associ- 
ations, inviting in the grower representatives from the other areas, 
here in Washington. At that time a little more differences of opinion 
had developed than were manifest at the Atlanta meeting. 

We of course recognize the hazards of an attack on the peanut pro- 
gram as has been mentioned here, but our growers feel very strongly 
that we have a real responsibility to mend our fences and get our pro- 
gram in a more defensible position and not wait until a late hour when 
we are called over and are under attack again. 

We do not think we have a bad program as it is set up now, but we 
feel there are areas in which there can be very constructive improve- 
ments in the program which will put it in a much more defensible 
position if and when the opponents of the program seek to attack it 
again. 

We certainly do not want to leave any impression that we want to 
provoke or be a party to or countenance any fighting among the 
grower representatives from the three areas. 
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We are not wedded to the specific details of any bill. We say that 
our growers support very strongly the principles embodied in the bill 
H. R. 12566, and we feel if and when an overall farm bill, I believe 
generally referred to as the omnibus bill, is reported out by the Agri- 
culture Committee, we would be derelict in our responsibilities to our 
growers if we did not bring before the committee a constructive pro- 
posal to see that the peanut program was improved as best we could. 

At least if the bill introduced by Congressman Abbitt and the bill 
introduced by Congressman Burleson can serve as a vehicle to elimi- 
nate completely the areas of disagrement and differences of opinion, 
we feel we are making some progress. We stand ready and willing 
to cooperate and to work as hard as we can with the people from any 
area to that end. 

As far as we can see, H. R. 12566 does not contain any provision 
which would serve to give one area any advantage over the other. 
Quite frankly, there are areas of improvement in the legislation which 
our growers feel pretty strong about. 

We had it in some earlier drafts of legislation which were discussed 
at the meetings with growers from all three areas. We went back 
home and asked that they be pulled out. We feel that we pulled out 
the ones to which most objection was voiced, not because we do not 
think they would be fair and equitable, but in a genuine and sincere 
effort to bring about harmony among all three areas, which recognize 
is SO necessary. 

On H. R. 12566 there are about four major points. I shall be just as 
brief as I can on them. 

The No. 1 point is that it changes the allowance carryover in com- 

uting normal supply from 15 to 25 percent. That is the provision 
Mr. Reagan went into in some detail. The only difference between 
Congressman Burleson’s bill and Congressman Abbitt’s is a difference 
of two points there. I do not see that that is any major stumbling 
block insofar as getting together on that point. 

I would like to point out and reemphasize that this is purely an 
effort to get the legislative allowance carryover in line with the estab- 
lished practices of the trade. During the last 5 years the industry 
has averaged as of the beginning of the marketing year, which is 
August 1, carrying over 21 percent of the normal consumption, exclu- 
sive of CCC inventories, which have been heavy in several of the last 
5 years. It is conservatively calculated that with reasonable or more 
realistic CCC inventories, the industry itself could easily average a 
carryover of 25 percent as of August 1. That is necessary to keep the 
pipelines of industry open until the new crop becomes available. 

The second point eliminates from the computations of supply per- 
centages any inventory which may be held by the CCC. The purpose 
of this provision is to permit the carryover of reserve stocks of peanuts 
in good crop years which can then be offset by a reduction of quotas in 
subsequent years without having the carryover reduce the level of 
price support. That is the main purpose of that provision. 

The third point is to fix the quota at 105 percent of normal supply. 
We feel that is necessary as a safeguard against a possible short crop. 
We all understand that weather is a factor which is impossible to esti- 
mate. We may come up with a crop which is so many tons above nor- 
mal or so many tons below. 
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We feel a cushion of 5 percent, a quota which would provide 105 
percent of the estimated requirements, is no more than a necessary 
safeguard against a short supply and the resulting bad effects that it 
has on the market. 

Mr. Assirr. How does that change the present law ? 

Mr. Rawurnes. No cushion is allowed. I shall get to that point 
next. Frankly, under the present law we have a minimum national 
allotment of 1,610,000 acres, which with our trends in yields is produc- 
ing roughly 10 percent more peanuts than there is need for. As long 
as we know that the quota with anywhere near normal yield will pro- 
duce more peanuts than there is a consuming market for, there is 
no need for a 5 percent cushion. 

But when we get to the next point where it is proposed to reduce 
from the minimum of 1,610,000 and the quota is set more accurately 
and realistically in line with estimated demand, then you get to the 
need of a cushion to safeguard against short supply. 

Mr. Apert. We would not put any minimum acreage in the statute ; 
is that right ? ‘ 

Mr. Rawitnos. Yes, sir, Congressman Albert. We are proposing 
that we still have a minimum national allotment, but that it be set at 
a figure 10 percent below the present minimum, and further provide 
that the national allotment cannot be reduced by more than 5 percent 
in any one year. So if the present calculations, as we understand 
them from the people in the Department, are correct, it would take 
about a 10 percent reduction in the national allotment if we were to 
set this thing pretty much in line with demand; it would take a 5 
percent reduction for 2 years to approach that. 

We cannot tell conclusively what course this trend in yields per 
acre will take. A major research is being conducted on that right 
now. Actually we are making rather phenomenal progress in increas- 
ing the yields per acre. That is what we are confronted with. 

I think that question clarifies the next point I wanted to cover so 
far as reducing the minimum national allotment but not an outright 
repeal of it. 

Mr. Assirr. Your information from the Department and others is 
that the minimum allotment is slightly too much ? 

Mr. Rawurnes. That is correct. In other words, we have made 
faster progress in yields per acre than in consumption. We 
made modest progress in increasing consumption, but our yield per 
acre has increased at a little faster rate. 

Mr. Aspsirr. You are increasing your production per acre more 
than you are increasing the consumption. 

Mr. Rawiroes. That is correct, sir. 

The next major point, which I think consumes more space in H. R. 
12566 than any other point, is a program which is intended to put the 
peanut program on a self-supporting basis and at the same time pro- 
vide a continuing national fund for use in promoting the increased 
consumption of peanuts and peanut products. It provides that there 
will be a deduction from growers of not to exceed 10 percent for the 
first year, and thereafter 5 percent, in order to take care of four major 
items: 

(1) The cost of diverting surplus quota peanuts: 
(2) To pay for the administrative expenses of the three pro- 
ducer cooperative associations which administer the price-support 
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phase of the program under contractual arrangement with the 
Commodity Credit Corporation ; 

(3) To pay for the diversion of lower quality peanuts in years 
when there is a surplus, to pay the market price to the sheller in 
order to justify his diverting them rather than putting them into 
the edible trade and ending up with higher quality peanuts being 
crushed and lower quality going to the trade; and 

(4) To be used for a national promotion program. The bill 
spells out that that program would be started on a modest basis, 
and any increase or pickup in it would be geared to proven re- 
sults. The most that can be earmarked for that phase of the 
program would be three-fourths of 1 percent of the current sup- 
port price for peanuts. 

There is also a provision which states that in the event growers 
have accepted this phase of the program in a referendum—that is, the 
promotional and self-supporting phase—then the price-support sched- 
ule under our flexible support would range from 80 percent to 95 
percent of parity instead of the present 75 to 90 percent, to partly 
compensate the grower from the deduction which will be made in 
order to pay for these diversion costs and to take care of the overall 
costs of the program. 

They are the main points in this bill. The producers in our area 
feel the principles of this bill are sound. It is something we spent 
approximately 3 years considering at numerous meeting, not only in 
our area but with representatives from other areas. 

We recognize there are conscientious differences of opinion. We 
certainly hope that the bill will serve as a vehicle whereby we can 
eliminate these areas of differences, to the end that we can come out 
of here with a constructive peanut provision in any overall farm bill 
which may be voted out. 

I am not familiar in detail with that provision of the other bill, 
but I would say in general principle it is certainly for promotion. 
As I understand theirs, it is to promote foreign markets primarily. 

Mr. Assirr. Is the self-held based on favorable approval in a 
referendum ? 

Mr. Rawitnos. Yes, sir. That whole phase of the program in this 
bill would not be operative unless two-thirds of the peanut growers 
throughout the United States voting in a referendum voted in favor 
of it. There is nothing mandatory about that phase of it. I would 
call it permissive legislation or enabling legislation. 

Mr. Azsirr. So the self-help program would not go into effect and 
the deduction would not take place until and unless it was approved 
in a referendum ? 

Mr. Rawttinos. By at least two-thirds of the growers voting in a 
referendum. 

Mr. Agsrrr. The purpose of that, of course, is to take the burden 
off the taxpayers and let the producers carry their own program, 
and also to put on a promotion program to increase the consumption 
of peanuts, at the same time limiting the amount that would be put 
in the promotion program. 

Mr. Rawtrnes. That is right. We limit that with an upper limit of 
three-fourths of 1 percent of the current support price as the maximum 
limit. Of course, it could be a lesser figure as set by the Secretary. 
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Mr. Assirr. Would you say the bill favors one particular area? 

Mr. Rawurines. I very sincerely and conscientiously say that I 
believe everything we have previously discussed which might possibly 
be interpreted as being favorable to one area against another has been 
removed from this bill. We certainly welcome the opportunity to sit 
down and talk with anybody about any provision he thinks will give 
our people or anybody else an advantage over any other area w hich has 
not already existed. 

Mr. Assrrr. In this bill, is the cost or the burden of the program to 
be carried by areas, or is the whole program all in one / 

Mr. Rawurnes. All in one. That is the difference between this bill 
and the bill introduced by Congressman Burleson. 

Mr. Asstrr. In other words, you let all the deductions go into one 
pool, and that pool would carry the burden of the operation of the 
entire program. 

Mr. Rawiines. Frankly, from a particular area standpoint, we 
would like the other provision better. That is an example of our 
leaning over backwards in order to remove a point of contention. 
Our growers are ready to go with it, although we concede there is a 
lot of merit in a slightly different proposal contained in the Burle- 
son bill. 

Mr. Assrrr. You would personally prefer an area program, but 
this bill consolidates it for the whole country. 

Mr. Rawirnes. That is right. 

Mr. Avserr. Did I understand you to say, Mr. Rawlings, that the 
Virginia growers would be interested in this bill being pushed at 
this session only asa part of an omnibus farm bill ? 

Mr. Rawutnas. Yes, sir. We donot think it would be well advised to 
put a peanut bill out by itself. We would be fearful of that, sir. 

Mr. Axsert. Is this the only peanut legislation which your growers 
recommend that the Congress act upon during the present session ¢ 

Mr. Rawiinos. Yes, sir; although we look with favor on a bill which 
is now pending, introduced by Congressman Matthews. We think it 
has a lot to commend it. 

Mr. Marruews. Would the gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. Apert. Yes. 

Mr. Martruews. It would be my purpose, if we could not get this 
legislation on the Consent Calendar—and I think the chairman 
agrees—we will not consider . It is a minor corrective bill which the 
gentleman has approved, and I believe the Georgia producers and all 
the areas have approved it. I want to make it clear it would not be 
my purpose to push it unless we could get it on the Consent Calendar, 
after committee approval. 

Mr. Ausertr. This bill would be your idea of the peanut title to a 
general farm bill? 

Mr. Rawurnes. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Argert. Do you feel that the need for peanut legislation of 
this kind is pressing enough to jeopardize the chances of the cotton 
section or the wheat section of that bill, cotton and wheat being in 
more trouble than peanuts at the present time ? 

Mr. Rawutnoes. Frankly, I am not familiar enough with those par- 
ticular commodities. 

Mr. Ausert. If cotton does not get a bill, they are out of business. 
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Mr. Rawiines. We certainly do not want to put anybody out of 
business. What worries us is that we have been all but put out of 
business once or twice. Members of this committee and other friends 
in Congress have gone right down to the wire with us on it. We feel 
it is much better to mend our fences and get our program in a more 
defensible position before that crowd hops on us again. We feel very 
strongly about that. xt 

Mr. Avsertr. Thank you. I just wanted to get your position. 

Mr. Smiru. Do I understand your position to be that the peanut 
growers are in favor of reducing acreage and increasing the price 
rather than increasing the acreage and lowering the price? 

Mr. Rawutnées. I do not think the peanut growers, certainly in my 
area, have ever been in favor of increasing the acreage and lowering 
the price. 

Mr. Smiru. You know a lot of grain producers got in trouble by 
thinking they could cut down the acreage and increase the price. Now 
we seem to see a tendency to want to lower the price and increase the 
acres. 

Mr. Rawitnes. We have taken a very severe reduction in price in 
addition to the cutdown from the 90-percent level. We were affected 
more severely on the shift from the old parity formula to the mod- 
ernized parity formula than any of the other basic commodities. 

We already have had a lot taken out of our hide, pricewise, in ad- 
dition to what happened to us in going from 90 to 81.4 or 82, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. I have heard this phrase “under attack,” both from 
you and from the other gentlemen who testified. Am I to understand 
that to mean under attack of the manufacturers of peanut products? 
Is that what you mean by “under attack” ? 

Mr. Rawtinées. Primarily from a segment or group of manufac- 
turers of peanut products. All the manufacturers of peanut prod- 
ucts have not been associated with the group which pulls the string 
on us every now and then, but that is where the hub of it comes from, 
sir. 

Mr. Smirn. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McMirxian. You have made an excellent. witness, Mr. Rawlings. 
Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rawitnes. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Randolph, president, Alabama Farm Bureau Federation. 

Mr. Randolph has to appear before the Senate tomorrow, and will 
not be with us if we continue tomorrow. 

The committee will be glad to hear any statement you care to make, 
Mr. Randolph. 


STATEMENT OF WALTER L. RANDOLPH, PRESIDENT, ALABAMA 
FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Ranpoteu. Mr. Chairman and gentleman of the committee, 
my name is Walter L. Randolph, and I am president of the Alabama 
Farm Bureau Federation. I am testifying for that organization, 
which has a substantial membership of peanut farmers in the peanut 
growing area of Alabama. 

I called a meeting on March 27, 1958, at Ozark, Ala., of the peanut 
growers in the peanut-growing counties of Alabama. We have about 
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14 counties which grow considerable acreages of peanuts. I want to 
read to the committee part of a resolution which was adopted at that 
meeting after studying a previous draft of the bill by Congressman 


Abbitt. 


Whereas the peanut producers of Alabama, in a meeting at Ozark, Ala., 
March 27, called by the Alabama Farm Bureuu Federation, believe, after thor- 
ough discussion and study, that the proposed legislation on peanuts by the Vir- 
ginia and North Carolina peanut associations appears to be most untimely; and 

Whereas the peanut problems of all areas are more or less the same and these 
problems should be thoroughly studied and discussed before any changes are 
made in the now existing law and in this proposed legislation we find many 
areas of disagreement and because of the many uncertainties involved: There- 
fore be it 

Resolved, That it is the opinion of this group of producers, representing the 
growers of Alabama, that no legislation of any kind should be introduced in the 
Congress at this time; and be it further 

Resolved, That attempts be made to work out differences and if any effort is 
made to present any bill to the Congress on peanuts at this time the Southeast 
area would be compelled to vigorously oppose such legislation. 

That is very similar to a resolution adopted previous to that time 
by a similar meeting in Georgia. 

Mr. McMrittan. Mr. Randolph, was that resolution drawn up after 
the provisions of the Abbitt bill were removed as mentioned by Mr. 
Rawlings? 

Mr. Ranpotren. No, sir. This was adopted on March 27, 1958. 

I don’t know just when the bill was revised. I think it was after 
that. The billisdated May 20. I wanted to explain that the revision 
of the bill does not remove the objections which were voiced by this 
resolution. I want to go into those in just a few minutes in detail. 
The resolution states the general position of the peanut growers in 
Alabama on peanut legislation. We had at that meeting also the 
board of directors of the Alabama Peanut Producers Association. 
Mr. H. H. Knowles, the president of that association, is in the room, 
and also Mr. Grady Dunn, a member of the board of directors of 
that association, is here. They were present also at that meeting. 

[ shall be as brief as I can, Mr. Chairman. 

We have about three principal objections - the legislation, al- 
though we have really more than that. No. 1, as we state in the 
resolution, we do not think this is the time to al peanut legislation. 
Second, we do not see any need for any additional peanut legislation 
at this time. If we did see need for it, we consider this bill objection- 
able and discriminatory to Alabama producers. 

The principal objection is section 2. I will take it the way Mr. 
Rawlings explained it. Mr. Rawlings said this provided for a 10 
percent reduction in the allotment one year. It could be a total of 10 
percent, but it doesn’t read that way, Bill. Is that right? 

Mr. Rawirnas. That is what it is intended to mean. We may 
have made a mistake. I don’t know. 

Mr. Ranvovpn. Be that as it may, it is either 5 or 10 percent reduc- 
tion in the national allotment. As is well known, there is a provision 
in the act now which has been referred to here previously, under which 
if any type of peanuts is found to be in short supply under certain 
rules in the bill, the allotment can be increased for that type of peanuts. 

Mr. Chairman, we have the feeling that, whatever the intention 
of the sponsors of this bill was—and I have no doubt of their sincerity, 
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and so on—the effect of this would be to move acreage from Alabama 
and Georgia and Florida to North Carolina and Virginia, and we 
object to that, naturally, because you would cut the national allotment 
and then, if you found the Virginia-North Carolina type of peanuts 
in short supply, you would simply add on there. 

Cutting the national allotment would tend to cut the supply and 
create a shortage. Consequently, we consider the Sicaciat baccaa 
of this bill is to provide simply a device to move acreaye from one 
area of the belt to another area; that is, out of our area into the area 
commonly known as the Virginia peanut type. That is our No. 1 
objection. 

No. 2, we object to the promotional portions of this bill. We be- 
lieve in promotion and advertising peanuts, but in Alabama we have 
organized an association, the Alabama Peanut Producers Association, 
and under that association this last year $1 per ton was deducted 
from farmer’s stock peanuts and we created a fund under which we 
are now carrying on, as Mr. Knowles will tell you in more detail when 
he testifies, I am sure, what we think will be a very effective program 
in public relations and promotion for peanuts. We would prefer 
to do that ourselves rather than have it under the Government, with 
all the redtape and supervision we would have to be under if we 
had a Government program. 

John Duncan I am sure will say a movement similar to that is on 
in Georgia. One of the Congressmen from Georgia mentioned that. 

We hope we shall be able to join with them. They produce a lot 
more peanuts than we do, and carry on a very fine program of that 
kind under the control of the peanut growers themselves. Therefore, 
we do not see any need for that part of this bill from our standpoint. 
I think Florida would join with us in that. 

A similar thing could be done in other peanut areas. 

The point was made that producers would pay the fees collected 
under this act. I do not believe that is quite true. I think actually 
the support price would be raised and the consumers in general would 
pay this amount. I think in the first year they would pay half of it, 
and thereafter all of it. There is a 10 percent deduction in the first 
year, and 5 percent thereafter. Then it provides for raising the sup- 
port level on peanuts 5 percent. 

However, that is not too serious a point. I did not mean to make 
a big mountain out of that. If somebody is going to pay it, I suspect 
our growers would just as soon the consumers would pay it. How- 
ever, that does raise a question on just what effect price has on the 
consumption of peanuts. 

Mr. Chairman, I have not had an opportunity to study the bill as 
presented by Mr. Burleson of Texas, because I received a copy only 
this morning. There are 2 or 3 things about it which I have noticed, 
however, and on which I should like to comment. 

It contains something new to me in farm legislation, which I have 
been watching for quite a long time. I refer to the provision in here 
that because you underplant your allotment you get an increase in 
your allotment. I do not see any justice or sense or equality in that 
provision. We do have a provision in the Peanut Act now which is 
a very fine one, I think, under which allotments are not lost by States 
because of underplanting. I think that goes far enough. 
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The point is that because you underplant peanuts in a certain area, 
you will get an increase which presumably would come off the other 
States as far as I can tell. It might not. It might be added on. 
Either way, it would be undesirable. 

I am critical of that particular part of the Burleson bill. I have 
not had time to study the remainder of the bill sufficient to make 
further comment, except that the latter part of the bill by Congress- 
man Burleson, title V, of course is somewhat similar to the provision 
of the Abbitt bill. 

Mr. McMitztan. Mr. Randolph, I notice we have Mr. Dunn and 
Mr. Knowles from Alabama also scheduled to testify. Do they rep- 
resent you in their statements ? 

Mr. Ranpoten. I am sure there will be no disagreement between 
Mr. Knowles and Mr. Dunn and me. We are all representing the 
same program. 

Mr. McMuuan. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ranvotrw. I have not been able to study the differences in 
title V, which is in both bills. They seem to be similar. 

The main point I want to make is that we oppose this legislation as 
strongly as we know how to do. We hope it will not be enacted into 
law. 

Mr. McMixian. Mr. Randolph, we are always delighted to have 
you appear before our committee. I know the other members of 
this subcommittee join with me in that statement. Thank you very 
much. Without objection by the chairman I should like to insert at 
this point the statement of the South Carolina Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion, Ine. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


SoutH CAROLINA F'arM BurEAv FEDERATION, INC., 
Columbia, 8. C., June 4, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN L. MCMILLAN, 
Member of Congress, House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. MCMILLAN: Please insert in the record this statement as the position 
of policy of the South Carolina Farm Bureau Federation with respect to H. R. 
12545 and H. R. 12566. 

We oppose both these bills for the reason that we do not believe that the na- 
tional allotment for peanuts should be reduced in order to permit producers to 
petition for an increase by type. 

We produce both the Virginia and Spanish type peanuts in South Carolina 
and we do not believe that producers of either type should be privileged to have 
an increase in allotments at the expense of producers of the other type. 

We urge that you oppose both these bills. 

Kindest regards. 

Yours sincerely, 


(Off the record.) 

Mr. McMii1an. The committee stands adjourned until 4:30 p. m. 
this afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 4: 30 p. m., of the same day.) 


E. H. Aanew, President. 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. McMiutxan. The committee will be in order. 
Mr. Axsrrr. I would like the record to show that Mr. J. L. White, { 
president of the Virginia Peanut and Hog Growers Association is 
here, and so is Mr. Delman Carr, chairman of the Virginia ASC 


Committee. 
Mr. McMitwian. Mr. Sugg, do you care to make a statement at this 
time ? 


STATEMENT OF JOE S. SUGG, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF THE 
NORTH CAROLINA PEANUT GROWERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Suce. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Marcus Braswell, president of the 
North Carolina Peanut Growers Association is here, and he is my 
boss, and I think it would be presumptuous if I would say anything 
than to say I would like him to make a statement for us, and I would 
like to have the privilege of sending a prepared statement at a later 
date if it seems advisable. 

Mr. McMitxan. What is his name? 

Mr. Suce. Marcus B. Braswell, president of the North Carolina 
Peanut Growers Association. 

Mr. McMmuan. Mr. Braswell, we will be glad to hear from you 
if you care to make a statement. 

Mr. Brasweti. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. 


STATEMENT OF MARCUS B. BRASWELL, PRESIDENT, NORTH 
CAROLINA PEANUT GROWERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Braswett. I want to reiterate those things that Mr. Rawlings 
said this morning to assure the committee that in our discussion of 
proposed legislation with the North Carolina nad Virginia group we 
have not at any time proposed to introduce separate peanut legisla- 
tion, to throw it out by itself so it would be a target for controversy. 
We have been quite cognizant of the precarious position of the peanut 
program and have attempted, by working with other areas as closely 
as we knew how, to get a proposal which could merit the considera- 
tion of this committee. We had hoped that by so doing we could get 
the constructive criticism of other areas, mindful always that several! 
heads and the thoughts of many areas are often better than one. 

We do not believe that we have in this bill, proposed bill, many con- 
troversial issues. I have been somewhat amazed at some of what I 
think were contradictions that have developed during the testimony 
so far. We believe that most of those things that were controversial 
in the beginning have been removed from this bill. 

I see no reason to go into detail at this time with all of the other 
testimony that has been given. At a later date if it seems necessary 
or desirable we would be quite pleased to do so. 

Mr. McMirxan. The committee will be happy to have you and Mr. 
Sugg file a statement for the record if you desire. 

We are happy to have you here today, Mr. Braswell. I remember 
you very pleasantly when you were down at the Department of Agri- 
culture, and how helpful you were on several occasions. 
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We have Mr. Preston, Representative of Georgia, with us. Would 
you like to make a statement at this time, Mr. Preston ? 

Mr. Preston. Mr. Chairman, I would appreciate an opportunity 
to make a brief statement. 

Mr. McMinian. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PRINCE H. PRESTON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE FIRST DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF 


GEORGIA 


Mr. Preston. I am Representative Prince H. Preston from the 
First District of the State of Georgia. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I just returned at 1 
o’clock today from Georgia, and was not aware of the fact that this 
legislation was up for a hearing. I have not studied the bill carefully, 
but have been informed of the general nature of the bill and the gen- 
eral objective of the bill. I certainly want to say to the committee 
that without any reservation on my part, with the limited knowledge 
T have of the contents of the bill, but being familiar with its objective, 
T am unalterably opposed to it. I think it would be a grave mistake 
at this time for us to open up this question of peanut allotments during 
this session of Congress. 

Based on the experience I have had in past years in the House, I 
am convinced that we would certainly invite a disastrous attack upon 
the peanut program. We have had some experience with that in the 
past, and I may say it was not exactly pleasant. 

It was my understanding that perhaps we were not going to go 
into this matter of allotments this year, nt if this is going to be the 
policy, to bring legislation up on this question of peanuts, I think 
in fairness we should certainly go into the question of tobacco acre- 
age, because I believe we can make out as good a case as the peanut 
people say they can make out on this bill. I think it would be a 
mistake to do either at this time. 

Now there is certainly nothing in my feelings about this matter 
that would reflect any unkindness toward these gentlemen who spon- 
sor this legislation. In fact, they are among my very best friends, 
and it is not a pleasant matter to oppose a bill offered by one who 
has my admiration, as does the sponsor of this legislation. He is 
certainly one of our great Representatives, and I respect him and 
admire him tremendously. But when a bill is introduced, even by 
a good friend, that goes against the consensus of the people of my 
State, the peanut growers of my State, and goes against the unanimous 
opinion of those people, then I feel it my responsibility to make that 
sentiment known, as it has been made known to the committee by 
other members of the Georgia delegation. And for that purpose and 
for that reason I do come today to emphasize the position of the 
Georgia growers and Georgia shellers on the question under con- 
sideration of changing the allotment figures for peanuts. 

Mr. McMinan. We have also the bill introduced by our colleague 
Mr. Burleson of Texas, which is almost the same as the one that Mr. 
Abbitt introduced. I do not know if you have had time to read both 
of them. 
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Mr. Preston. No. As I say, I just got back from Georgia and was 
not aware of the fact Mr. Burleson had introduced a bill. I would \ 
make the same statement regarding my affection and appreciation ; 


for Mr. Burleson as I would about the gentleman from Virginia, 
Mr. Abbitt, but I think Mr. Burleson in this instance is Just as wrong | 
as my dear friend, Mr. Abbitt, is in offering this legislation. 

‘The hour is late in this session, Mr. Chairman. We have our hands 
plumb full of difficult legislation to deal with. I shudder when I 
think about the votes that are coming up between now and adjourn- | 
ment, and I tell you I do not like the idea of inviting other difficult 
matters to come to the floor when we are getting along well with 
the program that we have. We have been most fortunate in the pea- 
nut program. It is a necessary program. And I think it is flirting 
with trouble to consider taking this matter to the floor during this 
present session of Congress. And I certainly hope this committee 
in its wisdom will not bring this bill out, because it could better be 
considered at a later time when everyone would have more oppor- 
tunity to consider it and be heard. It is up on rather short notice, 

Mr. Chairman. 

I thank you for giving me this opportunity to register my objec- 
tion to the legislation. 

Mr. McMixtan. We are certainly always happy to have you come 
before our committee, and if you care to make another statement 
before the hearings are closed, we would be glad to have you do so. 

Mr. Preston. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen. 

Mr. McMixtan. Thank you very much. 

Mr. John Duncan. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN DUNCAN, PRESIDENT, GEORGIA FARM 
BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Duncan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Let me first say that I am president of the Georgia Farm Bureau 
Federation, and I am also a farmer, and I have never done anything 
but farming, and I am speaking today from the producer view- 
point of this bill. 

I would like to say that following me we have former Congressman 
Pace and Mr, Turner, who will testify a little more in detail as to the 
bill. 

I would like at this time to make just two or three observations on 
some statements that were made this morning. 

The first one is concerning the meeting in Atlanta. 

It was stated here this morning that all sections agreed in Atlanta 
last November on a proposed legislation for peanuts from Georgia. 

From Georgia, we had only one producer at that meeting, a farmer. 

As soon as the farmers heard about it, we called a meeting. It was 
attended by farmers, from every county in Georgia producing peanuts. 

Also Florida was invited and they were well represented there and 
it was adopted unanimously by the growers of Florida and Georgia 
that we would approve this legislation. 

Our resolution was carried on to Alabama, and Mr. Randolph 
made the statement this morning as to what action was taken in 
Alabama by the farmers over there. 
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The second thing I would like to bring out is that we in Georgia 
will vote on June 24 on our commodities authority bill, which will give 
the farmer a right, privilege, to have deducted out of his peanuts $1 
a ton for promotional and the research end of his peanut program. 

We feel in Georgia that we farmers have got to start doing some- 
thing about the situation ourselves. Alabama has already adopted 
their $1 a ton deduction. 

And, by the way, I have a letter from the chairman of the peanut 
committee in Florida stating that they will have the same thing next 
vear. We feel in the Southeast that we can do a better job down 
there than we could on a national level on the promotional end of it. 

We feel that if the Virginia-Carolina area and the Southwest area 
would follow in our footsteps in trying to solve their own problem 
within their area, that we would all be much better off. 

There is another thing I would like to say concerning the getting 
end. 

My personal feeling is—and I think the rest concur with us in our 
section—that the purpose behind the whole thing is to move peanuts 
out from the Southeast, to move them into the Virginia-Carolina 
area or the Southwest area. 

Now, as far as surplus is concerned, Mr. Turner will comment on 
that a little bit right after me. 

But we have a very serious problem 1 in Georgia confronting us in 
tobacco. I mention that, and in only a minute I will take that up. 

As Congressman Pilcher mentioned this morning, we only put 
In - abilization last year six-tenths of 1 percent of our tobacco. 

Carolina put 21 percent. Our tobacco brought 4 cents a pound. 

Mr. McMitian. Which Carolina are you talking about ¢ 

Mr. Duncan. North Carolina. 

Yes, sir; [ see now why you asked that question. 

In Georgia, our tobacco brought 4 cents a pound untied more than 

Carolina’s tobacco did tied. 

What I am trylng to say is this: The | bigger concerns, the tobacco 
buyers, tell us that Georgia could grow twice the tobacco they are 
growing and have a ready market for it. 

We have a problem holding our farmers in line down there. They 
cannot understand why we do not introduce a bill up here on tobacco— 
exactly what the Virginia-Carolina boys are introducing on peanuts. 

We have a very clear case, a more substantial case, on tobacco than 
they do have on peanuts. We are able to hold our farmers in line on 
tobacco, But if it once gets started, moving allotments from one area 
to another, depending on the surpluses and demands and supply, why, 
we might just as well get started on tobacco as any other crop. 

Mr. McMixtian. We have the same problem in South Carolina. 

Mr. Marruews. Mr. Chairman, would the gentleman yield? 

I would like to say the same thing about Florida- 

Mr. Duncan. You have that same thing in Florida. 

You know, in Douglas, last year, the farmers met from Florida and 
Georgia and voted overwhelmingly to pull out of stabilization and 
form their own stabilization, because the Carolinas were flooding the 
market with undesirable tobaccos. 

And we are able—we are doing all we can down there on this to- 
bacco to keep them satisfied that it is not the thing to do. 
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We are getting 90 percent of support on it, and we fee] that once 
you break the line on peanuts, we are going to be compelled to do 
something about the tobacco situation. 

Another thing, the last thing that I would like to bring out, is 
this: That, while we mentioned the self-supporting program, there was 
testimony given this morning saying that this was a self-supporting 
program, and that the farmers were supporting it. We are really do- 
ing that. We are trying to do exactly what was brought out this 
morning in Georgia, Alabama, and next year in Florida. 

But I do not see how this bill is doing that, because on page 9 of the 
bill it says the percentages of the parity shown therein shall be in- 
creased by 5 percent. 

Well, when you increase the peanuts 5 percent, someone is going to 
have to pay for it, someone up the line is going to have to pay 
for it. So, it is really not as self-supporting as it seems to be. 

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before you all this after- 
noon, and that is all I have to say. 

Mr. McMritan. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Assirr. For the record, Mr. Chairman, let me ask—I was in- 
terested in what was stated here this morning that they had a meet- 
ing down in Atlanta, Ga., and I understood you to say there was only 
one producer there from Georgia. 

Mr. Duncan. That is right. 

Mr. Ansrrr. According to the minutes I have here, H. O. Wingate 
was there. 

Was he president of the Farm Bureau ? 

Mr. Duncan. Now, Mr. Wingate went out about 2 days—I believe 
that meeting was 2 or 3 days. I was right in the process of taking 
office, and he was in the process of going out. Now if you wish to 
call him a farmer, I will concede that there were two there: Mr. H. B. 
Wilson was there. 

Mr. Assirr. Mr. Locke? 

Mr. Duncan. I do not believe I know the gentleman. 

Mr. Assirr. Also from Georgia. 

Mr. McDowell, Georgia Farm Bureau ? 

Mr. Duncan. Who is he? 

They certainly did not represent the Georgia Farm Bureau. 

Mr. Ansirr. You say Mr. Wingate represented 

Mr. Duncan. Yes, sir. He represented the Georgia Farm Bureau, 
and we would have to class him as a farmer. I would like to correct 
that, please. 

Mr. Aspirr. I see. 

Now, you say you favor the self-help by States? You say you 
favor a self-help program by States? 

Mr. Duncan. Well, I say in Georgia that is what we are under- 
taking; yes, sir. 

Mr. Apsprrr. I understood you to say that you favored it on that 
basis, rather than on the entire peanut producers—or did I misunder- 
stand you? 

Mr. Duncan. I think I said it on area. We certainly plan, maybe, 
to go in with Alabama and Florida on that self-help program. 

Mr. Ansrrr. Do you stand with the American Farm Bureau or not ? 

I do not know, but I understood when they testified here on this 
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checkoff, they were very much opposed to doing it on an area basis. 
They said it ought to be done on a whole. 

Are you in line with that ? 

Mr. Duncan. Mr. Abbitt, I am speaking for the Georgia Farm 
Bureau now. 

Mr. Assirr. You do not go along with the American Farm Bureau 
on this? 

Mr. Duncan. I do not say that, sir. 

Mr. Aserrr. I am just asking you: How do you stand with the 

Mr. Duncan. Iam not familiar with that. 

Mr. Assirr. But you know where they stand on it 

Mr. Duncan. No, sir; I do not. 

Mr. Appirr. Now, I did not catch—I wish Mr. Poage had been 
here—but you keep talking about the movement of acreage in tobacco. 

What has that to do with this bill, the shifting of acreage? 

I just did not follow you, and I want to catch what you are talking 
about. 

Mr. Duncan. It is our opinion, and it is my personal opinion, that 
what is behind the bill, or it is not in here now, but it has been here, 
until I saw this bill the first time the other day, a 5 percent reduction 
on allotments, and the reallocation of your allotment of peanuts 
according to type of peanuts. 

Mr. Aspirr. Which bill are you talking about ? 

Mr. Duncan. I am talking about the Virginia-Carolina bill. 

Mr. Anprrr. Youare talking about H. R. 12566? 

Mr. Duncan. Yes. 

Mr. Apsitr. Are you in favor of keeping national minimum allot- 
ment higher than needs and de mands in trade ¢ 

Mr. Duncan. We do not think it is too high. 

Mr. Ansirr. You do not agree with the Department when they say 
it is too high ? 

Mr. Duncan. No, I do not. 

Mr. Aspitr. Assume it is too high. Do you favor reducing it to 
meet the needs and demands of the trade ? 

Mr. Duncan. I do not quite get your question. 

Mr. Apsirr. Assuming for the sake of argument that the minimum 
allotment is too high and producing a surplus, are you in favor 
of bringing the program in line to meet the needs and demands of 
trade ? 

Mr. Duncan. I think we should be giving a chance to this new pro- 
gram. We are putting in commodity authority in deducting so much 
a ton from the peanuts as they are brought in for sale. I think we 
certainly should give that program a chance to work before we do 
anything about it. 

Mr. Apsirr. Of course we have had this minimum allotment for 
many years. 

Mr. Duncan. I see no need for reducing the minimum allotment. 

Mr. Apssirr. That is what you are talking about when you mention 
moving acreage? I did not catch what you were comparing with the 
moving of acreage, shifting of acreage ? 

Mr. Duncan. Here is what it is. It seems that some feel that we 
are contributing to the surplus of peanuts. 


Mr. Appirr. Sir? ? 
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Mr. Duncan. There isa feeling existing that Georgia and Alabama 
and Florida are contributing to the surplus of peanuts. 

Mr. Assirr. Certainly Mr. Matthews would not contribute to any 
surplus of peanuts. 

Mr. Marruews. We do not agree to that, however [laughter ]. 

Mr. Duncan. [am just saying there are some that think that. Well, 
we feel also in Georgia that the Carolina-Virginia—You are asking 
me what was behind my statement on moving acreage ? 

Mr. Aspirr. Yes, I just did not unde rstand it. 

Mr. Duncan. We feel that the Carolina area is contributing to the 
surplus of tobacco. Now you might not feel that is true. Where our 
tobacco is in demand in Georgia and Florida, and if you are going to 
allot according to surpluses, and where the supply is low and where 
the supply is in surplus, we feel it should work on tobacco just as well 
as it should work on peanuts. We do not think either one should be 
tampered with. We do not think tobacco should be tampered with, 
and we certainly do not think peanuts should be tampered with. 
law—flue cured, and burley, and so forth—and every one of them has 
a separate program. 

Mr. Duncan. I am talking about flue cured, type 14. 

Mr. Marruews. If the gentleman would yield, I believe I could 
clarify that. Type 14 is grown in Florida and North Carolina. And 
we in Florida feel that our type 14 is a lot better than that grown 
in North Carolina. 

Mr. Duncan. That is right. 

Mr. Marrnews. Now if Mr. Cooley were here he might disagree 
with me, but there are different kinds, and the type 14 is grown in 
different States, and we think it is different—— 

Mr. Duncan. That is right, about five different States. 

Mr. Assirr. I do not know about that situation, and T assure you 
if there was any bill that could improve the tobacco program, I would 
be mighty interested in it, as chairman of the Tobacco Committee, 
and would want, at the very earliest time possible, to have hearings 
on it. 

Mr. Duncan. Mr. Abbitt, excuse me, but what I was trying to say 
is we have a situation in Georgia that is really critical on tobacco. 
We just had three district meetings to try to get our farmers satisfied 
with the tobacco program that we have now. And we feel the same 
thing should be true on peanuts. Let's not tamper with it. It isa 
good program. We feel it is a good tobacco program. But just as 
sure as this bill comes out on peanuts, there is no way in the world 
for us to explain to our folks in Georgia on tobacco why we could not 
introduce a tobacco bill moving more acreage from Carolina down 
into Virginia. 

Mr. Assrrr. I do not follow you about moving acreage. It seems 
to me you are not worrying about what this does, you are worrying 
about what we might do next. 

Can you show me wherein that mentions the transfer of acreage 

Mr. Duncan. You have in the present law, where the Secretary of 
course has a right, where there is a demand for peanuts— 

Mr. Aneirr. Where there is a need. 

Mr. Duncan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Assrrr. Not “demand” but “need.” 
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Mr. Duncan. You have on page 2 here of your bill where your 
allotment will be cut 5 percent. Now Mr. Rawlings said that should 
not be any more than 5 percent 

Mr. Asprrr. In 1 year? 

Mr. Duncan. In 1 yea 

Mr. Anpirr. That is right. 

Mr. Duncan. When you raise that allotment back again to one 
million six hundred ten, will you raise it back according to the type 
that is needed in the section where it is needed ? 

Mr. Assrrr. Well you are talking about if the Secretary exercises 
his discretion on the present law / 

Mr. Duncan. Yes, 

Mr. Ansrrr. Don’t you know that does not help history, it does not 
add to the future of the allotments? For instance, that Jaw has been 
used several times since it has been on the books, and not one time— 
and I would like to be corrected if I am wrong—has it been used as 
history, or has it been used in securing additional allotment. 

For that 1 year then, it has to be demonstrated there is a need for 
peanuts in that particular type and no need in the other type. Each 
type will get what is needed to meet the needs and demands of trade. 

Now do you see anything so wrong in that? That has not shifted 
any acres; has it ¢ 

Mr. Duncan. If you will pardon me, could I let Mr. Pace, who will 
follow me, go into a little more detail on that ? 

Mr. Aprpirr. I was just worrying about you being worried about 
shifting acres. I though maybe your people were misinformed, be- 
cause if this shifts acres, I am not familar with the shifting. And 
I assure you there was not any intention to shift acres in that bill. 

I think, as a matter of fact, the type of legislation needing strength- 
ening—t think it should be spelled out—it F does not do it here, when 
the Secretary should make the additional allotment. But it was not 
intended to do that in this bill, and I assure you, as far as I know, 
there will not be any shifting of acres from one area to another under 
either one of the bills. 

We will be glad to have Mr. Pace, as far as I am concerned, tell 
us what he thinks about it. I am not critical of your position, but 
I was just trying to explain our position, what we intended to do, 
and assure you I think you are maybe seeing someone in the tent who 
is not there—was not intended to be there. 

Mr. McMintan. Thank you, Mr. Duncan. 

We are certainly honored and privileged today to have the former 
member of this committee with us, Mr. Stephen Pace, of Georgia. 
Mr. Pace had a part in writing about all of the farm legislation on 
the statute books today. 





STATEMENT OF STEPHEN PACE, A FORMER CONGRESSMAN FROM 
GEORGIA 


Mr. Pace. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, may I 
first express to you very profoundly and very deeply, and I think 
I can say from the bottom of my heart, our thanks to you gentlemen 
for coming over here at this unusual hour to let us conclude ‘this hear- 
ing. I know exactly the inconvenience that you have suffered, and I, 
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and those from the Southeast and I am sure from the other areas, 
appreciate it. 

Mr. Chairman, it is a great privilege to appear before this dis- 
tinguished committee and this subcommittee. It brings back, Mr. 
Chairman, many very fond recollections. After 1 term on the Mili- 
tary Affairs Committee, I sat here with you gentlemen for 12 long 
years, many, many very happy hours; many, many very interesting 
fights. It is good to be back for a day. 

Mr. Chairman, I am speaking here as general counsel for the 
society, Eastern Peanut Association, and at the request of the president 
of the Georgia Farm Bureau on behalf of the growers of Georgia, 
Florida, and Alabama. 

Reference has been made, first, to the matter of a separate bill, 
that they did not want a separate bill on peanuts, they wanted one 
in an omnibus bill. I was so attracted by the comments during the 
morning that as your distinguished colleague, the majority whip, left 
the Chamber at noon I asked him if he had any hope of getting a 
closed rule on the omnibus agriculture bill, and his reply was: Not 
the slightest. 

So in my mind, I cannot see the distinction, if there should be a pea- 
nut paragraph or title in the bill, that the House could not, if it 
wants to, work on it for an hour or a day or a week, and surely deter- 
mine its own will regardless of its being in an omnibus bill. 

I want to make, as briefly as I can, a running analysis of the two 
bills which were presented this morning. In doing so, if any of the 
members of the committee have a question, I should like to have you 
simply lift your hands, and I will stop in order that there might be 
no misunderstanding as to what I should say. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, in my judgment 
there has never been a bill presented to the Congress as untimely as 
this legislation. I say that because throughout the years it has been 
my privilege to have an interest in the welfare of the peanut growers, 
and I have never known them to be in as complete a disagreement 
as they are in this hour. 

Now reference was made this morning that what was being done by 
the proponents of this legislation was to perfect the program before 
it hit the floor and before the attack could start, and maybe there 
would be no attack if the Virginia-North Carolina bill should be en- 
acted into law. Well, let’s see whether there is a red flag in the legis- 
lation. It was said this morning that this is a plan for the growers, 
as I understood, to make the bill, the program, self-supporting. The 
bill provides—I am talking about the bill by the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Virginia—provides that the growers shall contribute 5 
percent into a fund, 5 percent of the parity price into a fund, for pro- 
motion and so forth. The bill then says in its concluding paragraph, 
as I recall, that the support price is raised 5 percent of parity, which, 
in effect means that the grower will not himself make any contribution. 
It means that the price under the present support level will go up 
$13.10 a ton because the parity price now is $262 a ton. It means 
when you add the 5 percent for the grower to put into the pot, you 
raise the price of farmers’ peanuts $13.10. It is estimated that that 
would increase the price of shell peanuts about $25 a ton. That is, 
the sheller is going to have to buy them, and pay this extra 5 percent, 
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which he will pay, and, in effect, keep and send to the Government be- 
cause, I presume, that the buyers will receive the payment. 

Then secondly, it was testified this morning, as I understood my dis- 
tinguished Bill Rawlings, that section 1 of the bill amending nor- 
mal supply and amending total supply would raise the support price 
on peanuts to 90 percent of parity. That was the statement as I 
heard it. The support price on peanuts today is 82 percent of parity. 
So this bill, when it hits the floor, if it should, is calculated to raise 
the support price 8 percent of parity, and 8 percent of parity is $22.96. 
Therefore, if the bill reaches the floor it will have the effect, according 
to my calculation, of raising the price of shell peanuts to be paid by 
the manufacturers by $47.96 a ton. 

Is that going to quiet this opposition we have had as to peanuts 
being a basic commodity? If the manufacturers find out that this bill 
is, in round figures, raising the cost of peanuts $48 a ton, is that going 
to put them to sleep ? 

I repeat, Mr. Chairman, that due to the division among the growers, 
due to the impact upon the manufacturers, I cannot see anything at 
the end of this line but the high ossibility that the peanuts will be 
knocked as a basic commodity in the entirety, and this bill is inviting 
such an attack. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, it is also untimely, if you will permit me to 

say so, for two other reasons: One is for the last 9 months one of the 
nicest things that has happened in the peanut industry in a long time, 
the consumption of edible peanuts is going up. Since the first day of 
last August, until this hour so far as I know, the last report I had is 
not this late, there has been a steady and substantial increase in the 
consumption of edible peanuts. 

Mr. Asprrr. Let me ask you this one question right there. It was 
testified here somewhere along the line that peanuts dropped from 
90 percent of parity to 82 percent, and then when the new modernized 
parity went into effect that we took a still further drop of about 5 
percent. 

Mr. Pacer. My dear sir, modernized parity—the few things that I 
did in my service here was to question that, and to bitterly oppose it. 
Modernized parity, so far as the peanut growers is concerned, has 
been very, very harmful. 

Mr. Apprrr. That is what I am getting at. When they had that 
drop from 90 to 82, and then took a drop under modernized parity, 
did that reduce the cost to the consumer in the least ? 

Mr. Pace. Yes, sir; itdid. And I am wondering, Congressman 

Mr. Aspirr. Have you got a pound of peanuts recently ? 

Mr. Pacer. Sir? 

Mr. Apsirr. Have you bought any ball park peanuts recently ? 

Mr. Pacer. Oh, I thought you meant-—— 

Mr. Anpirr. I said to the consumer. Has there been any reduction 
to the consumer ? 

Mr. Pacer. I think there has been some in peanut butter, sir. I 

can’t tell you about candy. 

But I have wondered, Congressman, what that reduction in price, 
what effect that reduction in price, has had upon this increase in con- 
sumption? I donot know—— 
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Mr. Asperrr. My thought was, and I may be wrong on that, there 
has not been any reduction to the consumer in candy, there has 
not been any reduction in the salted peanuts, on any form of peanuts, 
and I was just wondering if you agreed with me on that ? 

Mr. Pace. I know that I read the article by Mr. Suggs, and I know 
that he reported the fact that that is very fantastic, what they are 
getting for 15 peanuts in a little bag. 

Mr. Aneirr. I did not mean to take you off the track. 

Mr. Pace. That is all right. 

There has been this increase, steady increase, in the consumption 
of shell peanuts. As has been mentioned here, the growers of Ala- 
bama have assessed themselves $1 a ton for every ton of farmers stock 
peanuts marketed. Last year they had terrific conditions, and instead 
of making a normal crop of 110,000 tons, they made 60. So that for 
last year it has put in about 60,000 tons, and in a normal year it puts 
in 110. 

On the 24th day of June the farmers of Georgia will vote to assess 
themselves $1 a ton. That will produce normally about $300,000. 

Mr. Cyril Boyd, as members of this committee know, who is vice 
sresident of the Farm Bureau of Florida, advised Mr. Duncan in the 
oe 2 or 3 days he felt confident the Florida legislation would au- 
thorize $1 assessment in Florida. The 3 States of the Southeast will 
therefore have a fund ranging somewhere from $400,000 to $500,000 
to do 2 things: For research to improve a better peanut and for pro- 
motion to expand the markets in the uses for peanuts. 

Now they feel that if this committee today, or ever, comes behind 
that movement and repeals the 1,610,000-acre limitation, that they 
would have to throw up their hands. 

Here is an increase in consumption by the manufacturers of peanut 
products. Here are the growers where one-half of all the peanuts 
produced in the United States are grown—in the States of Georgia, 
Florida, and Alabama. One-half of all the peanut growers in ‘the 
United States are assessing themselves $1 a ton to increase the market 
to get more acreage in order to increase their income. 

Yes, Bob? I beg your pardon, Congressman Poage. 

Mr. Poacr. Please do no% feel you “need address me as “( ‘ongress- 
man. 

After the many years that we sat together on this committee, I hope 
we won't get too formal. 

Isn’t it a fact, if I understood you, that you said that your people 
felt that if we ever increased that 1,610,000 that they would have to 
throw up their hands? 

Mr. Pace. Increased it? No, Isaid repeal it. 

Mr. Poacr. Well, repeal it. In other words you mean 

Mr. Pace. Reduce it. 

Mr. Poace. Reduce it ? 

Mr. Pace. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poace. Well, either way, we pay a very substantial cut from 
our historic plantings for support. 

Mr. Pace. From wartime acre: ge, yes, Sir. 

Mr. Poacr. That is right. Now if we wiped out all allotments, if 
we did not have any program at all, I assume that we would all be in 
bad shape, we probably would be selling peanuts in competition with 
cottonseed oil for a price that would be very low, and I suppose we 
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would all be in pretty bad shape. But I assume since during the war 
we did grow a tremendous acreage in the Southwest, and we did take 
a 55 percent cut in our acreage right after the war— 

Mr. Pace. Over 2 or3 years, yes. 

Mr. Poace. That is right. T assume we could grow it again, that 
we could grow that kind of acreage. We are not asking todo it. But 
if we did wipe out all allotments, if we repealed this acreage provision 
that you just mentioned, | assume that the Southwest would probably 
increase a great deal more in acres than anyone else. Isn’t that a 
reasonable assumption / 

Mr. Pace. I doubt that you would increase any more than you did 
during the war. That is where you built up your big acreage. You 
did not have any— 

Mr. Poacr. That is right. But it was evidence that we can increase 
tremendously as to acreage. Isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. Pacer. Yes, sir; if we have the demand. 

Mr. Poacr. We can increase it anyhow, whether we have the de- 
mand or whether we do not. We may all be broke as we do it, but we 
could certainly increase the acreage tremendously—can’t we? 

Mr. Pace. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poace. Now we have gone along, and I have gone along, and 
our people have gone along on the proposition of controlling that 
acreage. We want to continue to do so. 

But what is the support price on your peanuts compared with our 
peanuts ? 

Mr. Pace. Exactly the same, according to type, except the South- 
west has an advantage on the Spanish peanuts. They are supported 
about $6 a ton lower than the Georgia Spanish 

Mr. Poacr. Yes. Now right there, we are supported at about $6 
aton lower than you are ? 

Mr. Pacer. That is right. 

Mr. Poace. Consequently it is not exactly the same, but we are 
about $6 a ton lower than you are. 

Mr. Pacer. And that is what you want to keep. 

Mr. Poacr. Maybe we do and maybe we don’t. That is what you 
tell us we want to keep. 

Mr. Pace. I tell you what—— 

Mr. Poacr. Now wait—that is what you tell us we want to keep. 
Maybe we might have some views on that idea, as to whether we want 
to keep it or not. AVE ivbe that our people do not look on this as an 
advantage. 

Now you grow a great deal of runners. Let us consider those 
runners, because T want to know about this acreage. How much 
broken matter and immature kernels can you have in your runners and 
then grade 1? 

Mr. Pacr. Can you answer that ? 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pace. You go ahead. 

Mr. MeMuan. Would you mind, Mr. Turner, answering that 


question ¢ 
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STATEMENT OF LUTHER TURNER, CLIFTON, GA. 


Mr. Turner. My name is Luther Turner. I am on the executive 
board of the Southeastern Shellers Association, general manager of 
a farmers’ gin and peanut association at Clifton, Ga., and a sales 
representative of Gold Kist Peanut Growers Association operating in 
the Southeast and Southwest. 

Mr. Chairman and Congressman Poage, a U. S. No. 1 Spanish 
peanut 

Mr. Poage. I asked you about runners. 

Mr. Turner. U.S. No. 1 runner peanut 

Mr. Poacr. I asked you how many immature kernels and foreign 
matter you could have and still be No. 1. 

Mr. Turner. The grades are identical to your Southwest Spanish 
peanuts, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Poaae. I asked you a question, how much is it, 144 percent ¢ 

Mr. Turner. You are referring to damage ? 

Mr. Poagr. Yes, sir—114 percent? All right. What is it for 
Spanish peanuts ? 

Mr. Turner. 0.75. 

Mr. Poace. All right, now, that is not the same. I do not want to 
be impolite, but that is not the same. And you just got through tell- 
ing us it is exactly the same. 

We just happen to know that these things are not exactly the same. 
That is just exactly twice as much damaged or foreign matter allowed 
in No. 1 runners as is allowed in No. 1 Spanish. 

Mr. Turner. I am begging your pardon, sir, you asked about 
broken particles first, and not the damaged. Then I realized you 
were referring to damaged, and you are absolutely correct. A U.S. 
No. 1 Spanish in the Southwest is 0.75 damage and 0.50 minor. In 
the Southeast, U. S. No. 1 runner is 114 percent damage and 0.50 
minor. 

Mr. Pace. But the Southeast Spanish are the same. 

Mr. Poace. I understand that. And my question, when I started 
out, was how much of these broken or damaged kernels could you have 
in No. 1 runners. I did not ask you anything more. You did not 
answer that, you drew the comparisons. 

Mr. Pace. I think the “broken” tripped him. The word “broken.” 

Mr. Poage. All right, whatever it is, I think we have it on the 
table now, and you have exactly twice as much of undesirable matter 
in No. 1 runners as we have in No. 1 Spanish. Now that is right, isn’t 
it? 

Mr. Turner. Damage; yes, sir. 

Mr. Poageer. All right. Why should you have twice as much in 
No. 1’s? 

Mr. Turner. Frankly, we would be happy for it to be the same 
thing. 

Mr. Poace. All right, let’s write that in the law right now, that it 
shall be the same thing. Now you have been telling us it was to our 
advantage to have it the other way, but we have long wanted just to 
have equality. 

Steve just told us we enjoyed a great advantage in getting $6 less 
for our peanuts than you do, but we would just like to have equality, 
we would just like to get the same as you gentlemen get. 
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Now how about it, will you go along with us on those two things? 

Mr. Turner. One hundred percent, Congressman. 

Mr. Poace. All right, will you accede ? 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poace. Will you go along, Mr. Pace? 

Mr. Turner. As one of his employers, I will instruct him along 
those lines. 

Mr. Poace. Allright. That is all I want. 

Mr. Apsirr. Is Mr. Poage correct in assuming that you said there 
is no differential in the price support between “the runners and the 
Spanish ? 

Mr. Poacr. He said there wasn’t, but I understood there had been, 
too. 

Mr. Turner. There is a differential, sir; ves. 

Mr. Poace. Between runners and Spanish, but he said 

Mr. Turner. There is a differential in both, Congressman. 

Mr. Assirr. Are you willing to wipe out that differential, too ? 

Mr. Turner. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Appirr. You are willing to do it ? 

Mr. Turner. We would have a very decided advantage over them 
there, and we would welcome that advantage. 

Mr. Aspirr. I understand you will join with us and get that done—— 

Mr. Turner. Wait just a moment. You are still referring to 
Southwest, not Virginia-Carolina ? 

Mr. Ansirr. We are talking about 

Mr. Turner. We are talking about the Southwest, now, Congress- 
man Abbitt. 

Mr. Apprrr. What is the difference in the Southwest in the runners? 

Mr. Turner. Fifty cents a ton on the same grade. Farmer stock, 
yes. 

Mr. Asprrr. Who get the most? 

Mr. Turner. We pay 50 cents less for runners per t ton than they pay 
for Spanish in the Southwest. On the same grade 

Mr. Aspirr. Are you willing to have that wiped out? 

Mr. Turner. Oh, yes, indeed. Provided they will go along with 
us on the Spanish, sir. 

Mr. Aspitrr. What do you mean? 

Mr. Turner. They pay $6 a ton less for Spanish in the Southwest 
than we pay for Spanish in the Southeast. All we are asking is the 

same thing. They are asking the same thing we want. The runners 

in the Southeast and the Spanish i in the Southeast and the Spanish 
in the Southwest will be the same grades, and the same price, and the 
same support level. 

Mr. Poacr. And they will all have to go up to the same standards 
to get the same grade? 

Mr. Turner. I am for that 100 percent. If they want to raise theirs 
to 1 percent, or raise ours, I will go along 100 percent. 

Mr. Apsrrr. And it’s my understanding that it is only 50 cents ¢ 
ton—or 50 cents a pound, or what is the 50 cents? 

Mr. Turner. Fifty cents a ton for farmer-stock peanuts, Congress- 
man Abbitt. 

Mr. Moake. Let’s quote it right. 

I am Dick Moake, Bain Peanut Co., San Antonio, Tex., and we 
want the figures right. 
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Mr. Turner. Give them. 

Mr. Pacer. You will have a chance to correct them. 

Mr. Chairman, let me continue, and let me say a word for the benefit 
of the members of the committee. 

Mr. McMiixan. Let us discuss the provisions of the pending bills. 


STATEMENT OF STEPHEN PACE—Resumed 


Mr. Pacer. On this question of differentials, which I am going to 
reach in a minute, and let me reach it right now, it was referred to 

this morning by Mr. Sydney Reagan as an artificial standard. It 
had other references to it. I think maybe just in your thinking, what- 
ever your conclusion is, back yonder when the support price on 
peanuts was first installed, it became the responsibility of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to put it into effect. Through a long period of 
years when there wasn’t any support price, when there was not any- 
thing interfering with free trade in peanuts, the trade itself had 
developed a certain price for Virginia, a certain price for South- 

eastern Spanish, a certain price for Southwest Spanish, and a certain 
price for runners. The Department of Agriculture did not feel, in 
putting a support-price program into effect, that it should destroy 
what a free market had established, that the free market itself was 
the best determination of any differential in price. Consequently, 
they put into effect the same differential in the support program that 
the trade itself had established through free trade. 

Now for some reason, Bob, the Southwest Spanish were cheaper, 
and the reason given me was way back there you did what you call 
windrow the Spanish, They would lay on the ground, and there- 
fore you had more splits, and the buyers, the shellers, insisted that 
they could not pay as much as we did at that time because we did not 
windrow, we stacked ours. 

The heat was less intense, and when you shelled them, they did not 
split as much. 

That is not true today. We windrow ours now just like you do, 
and I am informed that the percentage of: splits in the Southeast 
now in Spanish is more than it is in the Southwest, but I do want to 
say this on differentials, that matter has been worked on by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. We were all here in Washington a month 
ago and spent a day over there talking about this very problem. 
Mr. Thigpen is now having meetings, he is going to have one next 
Thursday in the Southeast, on this identical problem. 

Now I do believe that Mr. Thigpen is a good administrator and 
probably he can bring about, through negotiations of all of them, 
maybe a more acceptable undertaking than you can do by emphatic 
hard rule legislation. 

Mr. Poace. W ell, Mr. Thigpen has been working on this since before 
you left Congress. Mr. Thigpen was working on the same problem, 
because we had the same problem when you were a member of this 
committee. And Mr. Thigpen never gets anywhere because he never 

can get an agreement from the southeastern growers, and as long as 
he cannot get that agreement, Mr. Thigpen is not going to hand down 
a decision that w ipes out those differentials. Th: ad | long sinc e dispared 
of getting any relief until this afternoon. But now when you tell me 
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you will support equalization, I think we can get it with your sup- 
port, and I am going to make an effort to just equalize it for all of us. 
We are not asking for special favors, but we would like to be treated 
the same as you folks have been treated for a good many years. We 
do not like this idea of having to get our peanuts mre twice as good 
shape as you have to get yours in to call them No. 1. We do not like 
to see the peanut butter market go to your vticsatl with 114 percent 
imperfect i ‘nels in them, and still have branded on them, on the face 
of that container: “Made of No. 1 U.S. Peanuts.” When we cannot 
do it. 

Now maybe 114 percent is where it all ought to be, maybe half a 
percent is where it all ought to be, maybe 2 — is where it all 
ought to be. I am not questioning that point. I do not know where 
it ought to be, but I am smart enough to know that we ought not to 
have one law and one set of morals for the people in Georgia and 
another set for the people in Texas. And we are not ging to have it 
if I can avoid it. 

Mr. Pace. Of course, you are talking to the Fresh Fruits and Vege- 
table Branch, of which Mr. Smith is Direc ‘tor, and that is their problessi, 
to set up the United States standard for all those commodities of that 
character. 

Mr. Poacr. And they also suggest that “we cannot get agreement 
umong the sections of the peanutgrowers themselves,” and since we 
cannot get agreement among peanut people themselves, why we will 
just continue, as you pointed out, the historic practice. Well the 
historic practice is bad, and now we have it on the record that every- 
one agrees itisbad, That is all I want to inject in this. 

Mr. Pace. Shall I proceed, Mr. Chiarman ? 

Mr. McMi.ian. Yes, proceed. 

Mr. Pace. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to take so much time. I 
would like to run right rapidly through this bill. 

First, the Virginia-North Carolina bill—I call them—stated this 
morning, amends the normal supply of peanuts by increasing the al- 
lowance for carryover from 15 percent to 25 percent. 

It was said this morning, indicated this morning that that was 
being done because that is about the normal carryover. I am com- 
pelled to take issue with that, to be frank with this committee. That 
is about the normal carryover and that justified the amendment, but 
the purpose of the amendment is to increase the support price of 
peanuts, 

Let me say one word 

Mr. Anerrr. You do not object to that, do you? 

Mr. Pace. There is not any objection at all to that, no, sir. None 
at all. But let's understand what we are doing when we do it. Let it 
be understood that under the flexible price-support formula it is a 
fluctuating thing, running, as most of you know, all of you know, 
from 90 to 75, depending upon the supply percentage. The supply 
percentage is what percentage the total supply of the normal supply. 
Consequently, when you increase the normal supply you reduce the 
sopRty pe rcentage and therefore you get a higher sup port level. That 

; why it is put in there. 

And the next amendment in the same first section then turns around 

and amends the definition of total stocks by saying, and we are still 
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on the supply deal, that in considering total supply, you shall not take 
into accounts stocks owned by the Commodity Credit Corporation on 
which the Commodity Credit Corporation has a loan, or under which 
it has outstanding purchase agreements. 

That wipes out about 50, 000 tons. So that will reduce the total 
supply. When you reduce the total supply, increase the definition of 
normal supply, it has the effect of kicking the support price up—as 
testified here, I have not run it—to 90 percent of parity. That is 
the purpose of the bill. The Southwest is identical except they in- 
crease it 27 percent instead of 25 percent. 

Now the next change which this committee wants to study very 
closely, it amends the marketing quota legislation. That is to say, 
the method by which you should determine how m: my peanuts should 
be produced. Then the Secretary takes it on the base of 5-year aver- 
age yields, converts it to acres, and it says that—this is added—to- 
gether with the carryover for 105 percent of normal supply. Now in 
the first section of the bill they take carryover out. In the next one 
they put it in. One is to increase the price support, the other one 
has the effect of reducing the acreage, which the average peanut 
producer does not want. 

Now it sets up an entirely new rule. It says now that if this bill 
is enacted, that the marketing quota each year shall be a normal supply 
of peanuts. And you have “defined the normal supply as being the 
estimated consumption, the estimated exports and under this bill, 
plus 25 percent. 

Now let me tel] you that I have run that figure, and that will not 
produce an adequate supply of peanuts. Under the present definition 
of normal supply, that is a 15 percent carryover, it will produce 
779,000 tons; 105 percent would be 818,000. If a normal supply is 
changed to 25 percent carryover, it will produce 846,000 tons, of which 
105 percent would be 888,000. Both of those you must deduct for the 
first time in the history of peanuts—the entire carryover of 200,000 
tons, 

Consequently, when you built your normal supply up, then he says: 
You must take into account the carryover. Consequently, under 
normal supplies as defined today, you would produce only 618,000 
tons, and on normal supply you would propose to amend it, adding 25 
percent, and it will produce 688,000 tons, and the Department of 
Agriculture, on its own table, has fixed a minimum demand of 779,000 
tons. 

Consequently, I do not see how there could be any grower in the 
United States who would want a bill that under its own language will 
not meet the demand for peanuts. And that is the effect of this section 
under the Oil and Peanut Division on tables which I have with me. 

Mr. Poace. It isthe same thing in the Burleson bill ? 

Mr. Pacer. Yes, sir, I believe it is. 

Now, Bob, we understand up to now, for the last 17 years, the 
marketing quota has been the average production during the last 5 
years, adjusted for trend and demand conditions. 

Now they leave that language in there and it is rather inconsistent 
language: So as to provide together with the carryover for 105 percent 
of a normal supply. I have read that section a dozen times since I 
saw a copy of this bill and I cannot reconcile what is left in the bill. 
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Now let me run on. Mr. Chairman, I want to refer briefly to this 
—— plan. Whether you are going to give it any consideration, 

I do not know. It is a plan that has ‘been gotten up, saying it is a self- 
supporting plan and solves all the problems of the growers, the surplus 
problems. They spend the money to pay all the CCC losses. They 
spend the money to pay the shellers for low-grade peanuts to keep 
them out of the animal trade. They pay cooperative expenses in ad- 
ministering the program, and publicity promotion and so forth. For 
the first year the assessment can be 10 percent, 5 percent is an increase 
in support price and the other 5 percent by the growers. After the first 
year the grower makes no contribution at all. The contribution to 
that program—and get this straight—under this act is made by the 
American public who buy peanut products. It is a request—and do 
not misunderstand this—to ask the people who buy salted peanuts, 
and peanut butter, and candy out yonder to pay the loss under the 
peanut program, to pay for the diversion of offgrade shell peanuts, 
to pay for publicity, for promotion, and under the Southwest bill for 
peanut research. Now you maybe want that, I do not know. We 
feel in the Southeast that for the present time at least we can go on 
assessing ourselves, working with the manufacturers, and see 1f we 
cannot have a substantial part in increasing the demand, increasing 
the acreage, and increasing income. 

Now the Southwest bill, Bob, the North Carolina bill, does that 
on a national basis. I mean, everyone. The Southwest bill says that 
except for research and promotion, which will not cost over 1 per- 
cent of parity, that it shall all be done on an area basis. Now I think 
the attitude of the Southwest is, speaking very frankly, and I cannot 
serve you unless I do speak frankly, is that we have the surplus in 
the Southeast, and therefore we should pay all of the cost. I am 
going to discuss in a minute the provisions in the Southwest bill for 
an increase in acreage. And if they get the acreage they want, and 
are asking in that bill, the Southwest will become the surplus area, 
and I am unable to reconcile the desire of the Southwest to make 
two separate requests for more acres. Bob, they have a provision 
in here that the allotment to the Southwest—to any area, not to the 
Southwest, but they say they are the ones that need it—that we make 
an allotment to Texas for 300,000 acres, that then that they have not 
been planting all their acreage, that they cannot get the growers to 
plant it, and also you have bad weather. And they say here that you 
must increase the allotment to Texas, using that as an example, by 
enough to be sure that every one of the : 300,000 acres is harvested 
with peanuts. Now if we are going to start that, I do not know 
where we will go. 

They say, they were up at the hearing on this differential about 
a month ago, that they cannot get the growers to plant. I told them 
then we had written ino the law that: If I am not going to plant my 
peanuts, all I have to do is take them to the county committee and 
let them be allocated to some other grower. They told me that the 
growers won't do that. Well, that is a home problem. They thought 
they would lose an acre when they did not plant it. But, you remem- 
ber, in 1949 or 1950 we froze peanut acreage allotments. Georgia 
would get the same allotment if we did not plant a single acre, you 
understand. But the »y have a request in here to increase their allot- 
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ment to where they will actually harvest what the original allotment 
was. Well, you do us all like that, none of us ought to harvest 100 
percent. How are you going to tie that in, that you do not want to 
produce but a normal supply of peanuts? If you are going to harvest 
1,610,000 or 1,545,000, if you are going to assure that thit many is 
har pemieds you are going to have the darnedest surplus you ever 
looked at. And yet they come with that request and tell us that: 

Wew — this on an area basis because we want you to pay for divert- 
ing your surplus, and we want you to pay for the bad-grade peanuts. 

‘Now let me add one word, and I think you need to know this. 

How would that operate? How would it have operated in 1957 4 
How would it have affected Virginia and Alabama ¢ 

Iu Alabama they produce a normal crop of 110,000 acres. They 
had a month’s rain with the mature peanuts either in the ground or 
tying on tep of the ground. It was a disaster. The result was the 
Commodity Credit ¢ ‘orporation—of the 60,000 they made, they had to 
take a lot of them over. The shellers bought many of them just in 
an effort to try to help the grower and to try to shell them out. Con- 
sequently you had an enormous tonnage in the hands of the Com- 
modity C redit and you had an enormous tonnage of bad, low-grade 
peanuts in the hands of shellers. You would have assessed the peanut 
growers of the Southeast to take care of a misfortune in which the 
growers had no responsibility whatsoever. 

Exactly the same thing, Bill, happened in your aot They had 
an enormous rain there at the wrong time. You had, I reckon, more 
peanuts than you ever had, didn’t you, Bill / 

Mr. Rawuines. I think that isapproximately right. 

Mr. Pace. And they had to put 20 or 30 tons over to the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation. Some of the shellers 1 understand have 
tried to shell them. They have a lot of low-grade peanuts. It is 
proposed hereby, gentlemen, that the Virginia- Carolina area shall be 
assessed alone, that the Southwest cares to have no part in it, to 
take care of a misfortune in Virginia that I hope never happens again. 

Mr. Poxce. May I ask a question there, Steve? I am not offering 
any defense of that area. If you go along with us—and | under- 
stand you do—now, vetting everybody on the same basis, but wasn't 
it necessary probably for the Southwest to adopt a policy of this kind 
when you were insisting on a differential in price and when you were 
insisting on different rules applying to the different areas, and par- 
ticularly in face of the fact that vou yourselves, as I understand it, 
had set up regional research and promotion organizations and were 
checking off $1a ton. Isn't that right, in your area / 

Mr. Pace. I beg your pardon / 

Mr. Poace. Isn't it correct, am I not correctly informed that in 
your area vou are already operating a research and promotion or 
ganization on a regional basis and are making a check of the pea- 
nuts—isn’t that right—about $1 a ton ¢ 

Mr. Pace. In Georgia they vote on the 24th of June by a two-thirds 
referendum. They will do it. In Alabama it was done last year. 

Mr. Poxce. They are already doing it in Alabama. They are vot- 
ing on it in Georgia, and you expect them to do it in Florida, is 
that right? 

Mr. Pacer. That is right. 
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Mr. Poacr. And that does involve a checkoff and it does involve 
the use of that money for regional promotion, isn't that right? 

Mr. Pacer. That is right. 

Mr. Poace. Now, all I am saying is that possibly you have gotten 
these people in the Southwest in a position that they felt that this 
: as their only recourse. They haven't talked to me about this at all. 

I don’t know about this. But isn’t it true that as long as you were 
living under the unhappy discriminatory circumstances th: it we now 
hope to wipe out, and we are going to count on your support to wipe 
out- 

Mr. Pacer. I haven't promised that. 

Mr. Poacr. You have not ¢ 

Mr. Pace. I have not, sir. 

Mr. Poace. All right, then. I am glad we got that clear in the 
record. 

Now, what is your name / 

Mr. Turner. Turner. 

Mr. Poace. I understood you to say Mr. Pace would go along with 
us, that you were his employer and you were telling us he would go 
along with us. I am sorry to hear that he will not but I am glad he 
didn't keep silent. 

Mr. Turner. Begging your pardon, Mr. Poage. I said on the differ- 
entials only. Your statement I assume is covering a multitude of these 
so-called sins that you and I admit that we are into. 

Mr. Poagce. I just thought we were agreeing we ought to treat peo- 
ple alike whether they live in Texas or Georgia. 

Mr. Pace. I would have no authority, you know that, in such a—— 

Mr. Poage. If he is the director of your organization that you are 
working for, I assumed you had authority. 

Mr. Pace. He is a member of the executive committee which has 
13 members, and I think— 

Mr. Poace. Are you going to plead the Farm Bureau to us, that 
you are bound by voting delegates who met in December and that you 
cannot review a position until next December even though Congress 
adjourns in August’ I thought we had come here and gotten an 
ugreement that we could work here and get everybody on equality. 
Now, do I understand you are opposed to that, Steve / 

Mr. Pace. I have taken no position whatever, Bob. I think you 
have made wonderful progress in getting Mr. Turner to consent to it 
because he is certainly “i of the very outstanding men in the South- 
east. I congratulate you, but don’t ask me to agree to it. 

Mr. Poacr. You have authority to take a position on everything 
else. I notice you have taken a position right frankly on eve ‘rything 
else without the slightest hesitation. You haven't hesitated a moment 
to take a position against the things you don’t like. You haven't 
hesitated a moment to take your position on anything else. Now we 
come to the crux of this w ‘ni thing. Obviously this discrimination 
against regions accounts, in large part, for the unfortunate gure 
the peanut industry Rode itself and it is going to get lots worse unless 
we get something done to bring these areas together. 

Now, I thought we had it moving back on the right track. but now 
vou come along and tell us—and I appreciate the fact that you tell us 
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frankly-—that you are not bound by any such statement and you are 
not giving us any such statement of your own. 

Mr. Pacer. Bob, we have an executive committee that establishes 
policies. 

Mr. Poace. I know it. 

Mr. Pace. The Virginia-North Carolina bill, please understand, 
has been moving ¢ around now for 21% years. It was presented to the 
Senate Agriculture Committee in Raleigh, in 1955. It has been before 
me and my executive committee 25 times. They have instructed me 
from time to time what their position is. I am not speaking out of 
the air, please understand me. I wouldn’t dare to. As far as they 
are concerned, I have instructions as to their position. I am also 
speaking for the growers of Georgia, Florida, and Alabama. I met 
with them and they took a vote and they declared themselves. I am 
presenting their views, not my own. Please understand that. Don’t 
put me in a position of saying I will agree to one thing and won’t 
agree to another. 

Mr. McMittan. Let us move on. 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Chairman, this is the crux of the whole thing. 
There isn’t anything else involved here except this question of whether 
we are going to get a square deal across the board and everybody 
is to be treated alike. 

Mr. McMitian. We have other witnesses that deSire to testify 
today. 

Mr. Poacr. If we are to have the same rules across the belt we can 
settle this thing i ina moment. There is no man here, Mr. Chairman, 
that can give us such an authoritative statement as Mr. Pace can. 
Everybody knows he represents a large part of the peanut industry. 
Everybody knows that he has done so much for the peanut industr y. 
I think he is outstanding, head and shoulders above everybody else, in 
the peanut industry, and I think he has done one of the greatest jobs 
for his people that I have ever seen done. I want to know where he 
stands. I want to know if he is going to keep insisting that my people 
should have less for their peanuts than the people of the Southeast. 
If so, I must, of course, do what I can to destroy the machinery he is 
using. I would much prefer to work with him. But if we have no 
way of getting these sections together, the best thing for us to do is to 
wipe out the entire peanut program and grow peanuts. We may feed 
them to the hogs, but we will grow peanuts. 

Now, if you don’t want to treat everybody alike, then let us just 
go back to where we don’t have any spec ‘ial privileges. All you have 
asked is just a “fair advantage” for your people. Now, let us just 
wipe out all advantage for everybody. 

Mr. McMurray. Let. us get on with the hearing. Mr. Pace. 

Mr. Pace. I am sorry, Bob. I have no authority. 

Mr. Poacr. I have no criticism of you personally. But T have 
heard all I want to know. I am deeply disappointed. I thought I 
had gotten somewhere. Now I find that vou refuse to treat us as 
equals. 

Mr Pace. I love you but you don’t want an idle promise. 

Mr. Poacr. I cannot look upon Mr. Turner’s statement as an idle 
promise. 
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Mr. Pace. Mr. Chairman, I am about done. There is a peculiar 
thing in the Southwest bill. It is difficult to understand. They come 
in the first section and amend normal supply, amend total supply, to in- 

crease the support price of peanuts up to 90 percent. As you all 
know—lI am about done—as I have said, they raised the support up in 
the first paragraph and about the last one, as all of you know, you 
have got two flexible price-support schedules. You have got cotton 
and peanuts. Then you have another one for wheat, corn, tobacco, 
and what else. The supply percentage on wheat. has been down to 
102 percent to get 90 percent support. This percentage on cotton and 
peanuts can be as high as 108 percent and you still get 90 percent 
support. For some reason I don’t understand, and it wasn’t explained 
this morning, they have taken peanuts out of the 108 percent with 
cotton and they are putting it over with wheat which will have 
exactly the opposite effect. 1t will reduce this support price on 
peanuts. 

Now, there may be some justification, but if there is, I can’t think 
of it. 

Now, the last section, Mr. Chairman, is a section that would have 
the effect of telling the Commodity Credit Corporation who should or 
should not administer the price support schedule. That may be a 
subject that this committee wants to go into, but I have very serious 
loubts about it. 

Mr. Chairman, I am very grateful to you, sir. I am sorry I con- 
sumed so much of your time. 

The Cuatrrman. We certainly appreciate your taking time to give 
1s your opinion of this pending legislation. 

Any questions ? 

Thank you. 

Mr. Turner, will you give a further statement ? 

Mr. Turner. Mr. Chairman, I would appreciate the opportunity, 
please, sir, to help my good friend, Congressman Poage, as Mr. Abbitt, 

if I may, sir, to try to understand the things that you and certainly I 
im very deeply concerned about, Congressman Poage. I believe some 
of the best friends I have in the peanut industry are your constituents. 
We have fought this battle up one road and down the other. 

The same thing goes with a lot of your constituents, Congressman 
Abbitt, and you have seen me at these peanut meetings over a period 
of 20 years, I suppose. Times and conditions change most everything, 
and it certainly has changed the peanut-growing habits, production- 
wise, tonnage per acre. Types of peanuts have been improved con- 
siderably by our esteemed gentlemen, some of Congressman Matthews’ 
constituents, who hav , added to the peanut industr y a type of peanut, 
if you please, Mr. Pines: that has brought about this thing that you 

and I are talking about, maybe an inequity in differenti: als, if you 
please. 

The Dixie runner peanut has replaced what used to be, Mr. Abbitt 
and Mr. Rawling, a hog peanut. It isn’t so any more. It is now an 
outstanding competitive product. We don’t deny that, not in one 
degree. Weare proud of it. Weare glad of it, sir. 

Now, getting back to these differentials—and Mr. Moake I believe 
s not here—on the same grade, if you please, and this is going in the 
record, we pay within 50 cents a ton for Runner peanuts of what the 
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eheller in the Southwest pays for a Spanish peanut. That is a matter 
of record. 

Now, if you just look at the grade table that is provided by Commod- 
ity Credit, you will find that the base percentage of. sound mature 
kernels is listed down under the base price of sound mature kernels 
of Spanish, Runners, and Spanish. Then you will find another sec- 
tion for Virginia. So you think, historic ally, they have used these 
figures over a period of years and adjusted for trends and higher per- 

centage of sound mature kernels gradewise in the various “types of 
peanuts like it happened to our friend in the Vi irginia-Carolina area 
They have researched themselves into an awful predicament by pro- 
ducing a greater percentage of extra large peanuts that there isn’t a 
market for, and today the Commodity “Credit Corporation is out- 
lawing it. 

Now, back to your statement, sir. I feel sure that the people on the 
Southeast, No. 1, would not object to you growing all Runners in 
your area if you like. They don’t want to. Then, neither will we 
object to you putting us or we putting you—and the shoe may fit the 
other way, Congressman—the same way we are with Spanish and 
Runners. I am sure that will be entirely satisfactory. I agreed with 
Mr. Moake. He called me a few weeks ago on the telephone from 
Texas. He said, would you object to our putting our grades on Span- 
ish peanuts up to 1% percent? I said, not 1 minute. There isn’t 
anybody in the industry that would object to it. 

Now, if Mr. Smith of the Fresh Fruits and Vegetables Branch will 
agree to it, certainly we will agree to it, and I will go out from house 
to house and plead your cause ‘for you. So,sir, I still say that on this 
matter of differentials, between Southeast and Southwest Spanish, 
Southeast Runners and Southwest Spanish, I am sure that we can 
still sell that for you if that is what you want. Now, that is all Thave 
to say about that. 

Just one word, Mr. Chairman, and I will retire. There isn’t a man 
in the world that would rather see a farmer make more money than I. 
1 wonder if you can help the farmer make more money by eliminating 
his markets or pricing him out of the market. And I submit to you, 
gentlemen, and I want each of you to listen to this, the records in 
the Department of Agriculture today are that the biggest increase in 
consumption of peanuts is the Sp: nish, is for peanut butter, The next 
is for candy, and actually this is where the Spanish peanut and the 
Virginia peanut were hit the hardest. There is a « ‘onsumption of salty 
peanuts this yaer where we have an 8 to 9 percent increase overall. 
In the salted trade that is a reduction in the consumption of peanuts. 

Now, gentlemen, there can be only two reasons for that. One of 
them is you have either priced yourselves out of the market or some 
cheaper thing has come in and taken your place. There is no other 

reason. So I submit to you, gentlemen. to let you all kiss us out of 
here and you all throw this thing in the wastebasket until we can 
get together and work out something that will do us all good. This is 
going to hurt all of us. 

Thank vou. 

Mr. McMintan. Thank you very much. 

Mr. D. H. Hardin, manager, Georgia-Florida Peanut Association. 
Mr. Hardin. 
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Mr. Pace. Mr. Hardin is right here. 
Mr. McMintian. Do you care to make a statement ? 


STATEMENT OF D. H. HARDIN, MANAGER, GEORGIA-FLORIDA 
PEANUT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Harpix. Tam D. H. Hardin, manager of the GF PA in Georgia. 
I think we have been very fortunate here today. We have had some 
excellent people on the program. They have made some very good 
testimony and I doubt whether I would be able to add anything to it 
if I stayed here and talked for a while. So we have some more fellows 
here that would like to make a statement, and I would like to pass 
and let them make their statement. 

Mr. McMintnian. If you care to file a statement later, if you will 
send it in to the committee, it will be included in the record. 

Mr. Harpix. Thank you, sit 

Mr. McMinnan. Mr. Leon Houston, of Sylvester, Ga. 

Mr. Pace. He didn’t come, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McMinnan. Mr. Cyril Boyd, Newbery, Fla. 

Mr. Pace. He was unab le to get here. 

Mr. Marrnews. Mr. Chairman. may I say this about Mr. Boyd. 
He is one of my dear friends, one of my constituents and as I said 
earlier today, he said he wanted to be associated with the statements 
of Mr. Pace and these gentlemen from Georgia who have represented 
his views. 

Mr. McMinian. Tf he would like to file a statement, he may. 

Mr. Marrirews. Thank you. 

Mr. McMinian. Mr. Davis, of Graceville, Fla. 

Mr. Pacer. He did not come either, Mr. Chairman. The notice was 
a little too short. 

Mr. Dunn and Mr. Knowles are here, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McMinzian. Mr. Grady Dunn, Samson, Ala. Would you care 
tomakea statement ? 


STATEMENT OF GRADY DUNN, SAMSON, ALA. 


Mr. Dunn. I will make mine very brief and short, Mr. Chairman. 

I am Grady Dunn, Samson, Ala., a peanut grower, a member of 
the board of the Alabama Peanut Producers Association. 

One thing I would like to clear up. A little reference this morning 
Was made pertaining to a meeting in Atlanta, Ga., and principally the 
thing I want to refer to was the subst antial agreement reached by all. 
I think—I am not sure of this, but I think the minutes will show 
that the Alabama delegation present at that meeting made it perfectly 
clear that they had to take this back to their growers and get their 
reaction. I want to clear that. 

Now, I represent the Alabama Peanut Producers Association here 
today, which I am very honored to do. The growers at the meeting 
Saturday afternoon of last week, the directors re presenting all of the 
major producing counties in Alabama, they gave me instructions to 
resist with all force possible any change in the present law at this 
moment, I believe that isa resolution they passed almost verbatim. 

That is all T have to say, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. McMittan. Has your organization seen copies of these twc 
bills here? 

Mr. Dunn. No. They do not have that information. They have 
it now, but they did not have it at that time. But they were informed 
that there was something of this kind up. They didn’t know all 
the particulars of it. 

Mr. McMit1an. Suppose you take these two bills back with you 
and let them go over them and send in another statement. 

Mr. Dunn. We will be happy to do that at the next director’s 
meeting. 


Mr. McMirtan. Mr. R. H. Knowles. 
STATEMENT OF H. H. KNOWLES, HEADLAND, ALA. 


Mr. Know rs. I am H. H. Knowles, of Alabama, president of 
the Alabama Peanut Producers Association, president of GSPA. 

I did not see a copy of this bill, but just a few minutes ago Mr. Sugg 
gave me a copy of the bill. I do not have a copy of the bill for the 
Southwest. Consequently I am not in a position to discuss it at all. 
We would be happy to get a copy of the Southwest bill and go back 
and go over it with our directors and register some statement late: 
on. Until today the producers of Alabama are opposed to any legis- 
lation at this time. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. McMitxian. The committee will furnish you with copies of 
these bills, and if you would like to send us a statement for the record. 
we will be glad to incorporate it in the record. 

Does anyone else here care to make a statement ? 

Mr. Rawiines. Mr. Chairman, could I add just a remark or tw: 
in view of some of the testimony ? 

Lam William D. Rawlings. Iam not going to take the time of the 
committee in too much detail here, but in view of some of the state- 
ments made this afternoon, I feel I should clarify the record a 
little bit. 

First, with reference to the numerous meetings that have been 
held, I would like to have permission of the Chair to file for the record 
complete minutes of a number of meetings which have been held on 
this legislation which I think will be clarifying in view of a lot of 
the misinterpretations that apparently have been made. 

Mr. McMit1an, Without objection, that will be done. 

(The material referred to is as follows:) 


MINUTES OF THE PEANUT PRODUCERS MEETING RELATIVE TO DRAFTING PROPOSED 
PEANUT LEGISLATION, HENRY GRADY HOTEL, ATLANTA, GA., NOVEMBER 158-1") 


1957 


Those in attendance assembled in room 306 at 9 a. m., November 18, 1957, 
and H. L. Wingate was elected to act as chairman of the meeting. Joe 8S. Sugg 
was elected to act as secretary. A pad was passed for the purpose of deter- 
mining those present. They were as follows: 


R. L. Griffin, Alabama Farm Bureau, Post Office Box 1631, Montgomery, A! 

H. H. Knowles, president, Alabama Peanut Producers Association, Headland, 
Ala. 

R. L. Donaldson, Alabama Peanut Producers Association. 

Grady W. Dunn, Alabama Peanut Producers Association, Samson, Ala. 

H. L. Wingate, Georgia Farm Bureau, Pelham, Ga. 
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ae Wilson, Georgia Farm Bureau, Peanut Committee Chairman, Abbeyville, 

ra. 

Bobby J. Locke, Georgia Farm Bureau, Dawson, Ga. 

W. BE. McDowell, Georgia Farm Bureau, Blakely, Ga. 

Charles Shirley, Georgia Farm Bureau, Blakely, Ga. 

D. H. Harden, manager, Georgia Farm Bureau, Camilla, Ga. 

J. D. Gardner, Georgia Farm Bureau, Camilla, Ga. 

R. L. Mauldin, Georgia Farm Bureau, Slyvester, Ga. 

Elmer R. Faulk, Georgia Farm Bureau, Ocilla, Ga. 

B. B. Saunders, Georgia Farm Bureau, O’Brien, Fla. 

W. V. Rawlings, Association of Virginia Peanut & Hog Growers, Capron, Va. 

C. R. Barlow, Association of Virginia Peanut & Hog Growers, Smithfield, Va. 

A. L. Glasscock, Association of Virginia Peanut & Hog Growers, Chuckatuck, Va. 

J. L. White, president, Association of Virginia Peanut & Hog Growers, Elberon, 
Va. 

H. H. Hudson, Southwestern Peanut Growers Association, Box 489, Holdenville, 
Okla. 

Ross Wilson, Southwestern Peanut Growers Association, Gorman, Tex. 

Marcus B. Braswell, president, North Carolina Peanut Growers Association, 
Whitakers, N. C. 

Joe S. Sugg, North Carolina Peanut Growers Association, Rocky Mount, N. C. 

R. Hunter Pope, North Carolina Peanut Growers Association, Enfield, N. C. 

George P. Kittrell, North Carolina Peanut Growers Association, Corapeake, 
N. C. 

W. B. Anderson, Greenwood, Fla. 

J. E. Thigpen, USDA, Washington, D. C. 

Cc. T. Mace, USDA, Washington, D.C. —~ 


Following the listings of those in attendance, Chairman Wingate called on 
W. V. Rawlings, executive secretary of the Association of Virginia Peanut and 
Hog Growers of Virginia to relate the background leading up to this meeting. 

Mr. Rawlings gave a general outline, setting forth the developments which 
led up to this meeting, and in so doing pointed out the activities which had been 
earried out by Joe S. Sugg, executive secretary of the North Carolina Peanut 
Growers Association, and himself, working with the full cooperation of per- 
sonnel in the Oils and Peanut Division of the United States Department of 
Agriculture and attorneys in the United States Department of Agriculture. He 
specifically pointed out that there was no intention on the part of the Virginia- 
Carolina area representatives to draft proposed legislation for any other area, 
but that this activity had been done in the interest of laying down some basic 
principles as a framework on which this group in the meeting here today could 
work toward arriving at legislation suitable to the three peanut-producing areas 
of the United States. He further pointed out that in order to have something 
with which to work that these principles had been drafted in bill form, along 
with laymen’s explanations of each section, and statistical analysis that this 
material had been sent to all the people who had been designated as representa- 
tives to this meeting in each producing area prior to this meeting, in order that 
they might become familiar with the material. Mr. Rawlings stated further that 
he had additional copies for distribution to those present who had not previously 
received copies. 

Mr. Wingate then called on Joe S. Sugg for any comments relative to the 
background for this meeting, and Mr. Sugg emphasized the necessity for the 
producers of peanuts in the United States designing and drafting a program of 
their own liking without outside influence. The need for a new program which 
would be equally beneficial to the growers and more acceptable to the public has 
been greatly demonstrated in the past by the continuous attack on the peanut 
program in the Congress. He further stated that it was the feeling of the de- 
signers of the guide material to be used in the meeting today that basically this 
draft would go a long way toward meeting these requirements. Mr. Sugg further 
pointed out the existence of and the activities of the Conference of Commodity 
Organizations which would lend strength to the peanut grower organizations in 
trying to get peanut legislation enacted through the Congress. 

Mr. Ross Wilson, representing the Southwestern Peanut Growers Association, 
was called on and he concurred geuerally with the expressions of Mr. Rawlings 
and Mr. Sugg. 

Following these general statements, Chairman Wingate suggested that we 
first have Mr. Rawlings go over in a general way enclosure No. 2 of the material, 
which is the laymen’s description of the draft of the bill and that following this 
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general approach the draft of the bill be discussed section by section and para- 
graph by paragraph, in detail using both enclosure No. 1 and enclosure No. 2 
to help clarify the various points developed in the discussions. This plan was 
followed in the remainder of the meeting, which continued through Monday and 
adjourned at 11:30 a.m., Tuesday, November 19, 1957. 

During the discussions of the bill, certain changes were made, and certain 
instructions were issued, which would create changes in the redraft of the bill. 
The group voted that Mr. Rawlings and Mr. Sugg be appointed to work out a 
redraft of the bill in conformance with the wishes as expressed by the group 
in this meeting, and working with Mr. Thigpen, Mr. Mace, and the lawyers of 
the Department of Agriculture. The group in appointing Sugg and Rawlings 
to this job recognized the closeness and their geographical location, making it 
more simple for them to work with Washington representatives. 

The following actions with respect to the draft were taken: 

First page, section 301, subsection (b), Agriculture Adjustment Act 1955, ap- 
proved with the exception that the words “or held for” be added following the 
words “acquired by” on line 5 of paragraph b of the draft. 

Also add to this paragraph the following wording: “In addition, any peanuts 
that are held by the owner under a loan arrangement with the Commodity 
Credit Corporation will be excluded. Furthermore, inedible shelled oil stock 
will be excluded from the carryover.” 

Section 2 was approved as drafted with the exception: on page 2, line 4, the 
figure “90” would be changed to "95" and that the figures in line 5 on page 2 
be changed to read “1,529,500” and that the section be worded so that such acreage 
allotments if granted under the section 358—C2 on page 2 not count in the his- 
tory used in determining future peanut allotments. 

Section 395, beginning on page 3, was reviewed with the following change: 

On page 4, delete the words in line 8 “and pursuant to section 359F of this”. 

On page 5, under paragraph (b), line 7, insert the word “average” between 
the words of “of” and “price” and delete on the same line following the word 
“support” the words “by types”. 

In this same section reword so that the payment made into the fund will be 
1% percent of the per ton level of the national average support for eligible 
peanuts and that the funds developed by this 144 percent payment would be ear- 
marked and designated for publicity, sales promotion, and other programs. 

That paragraph (d) on page 5, line 2, delete the words “not less than”. 

Lines 4 and 5, amend to show 3 sheller representatives 1 from each area and 
to show 3 manufacturing representatives. 

On page 6, under paragraph (d), the portion in quotes starting at “provided” 
be rewritten so as to show that 144 percent of the payment to the fund as pre- 
viously set forth in section (b) on page 5. 

*aragraphs (e), (f), and (g) were approved as written. 

That the words on page 8, under (h), “and pursuant to section 359F of this 
Act” be deleted and the proviso in section 8, beginning with the word “provided” 
on the fourth line from the bottom of the page and continuing on page 9 to sec- 
tion 6, be omitted. 

Sections 6, 7, 8 on page 9 were approved as written. 

Those delegates present approved the entire draft as changed and amended, 
as indicated in the above notes, with the exception that the Alabama Farm 
Bureau asked for the privilege to consult their representatives upon their return 
home and indicate their action at the earliest possible date with respect to the 
seciton dealing with promotional funds, and the delegates from the Southwest 
also requested the privilege of further discussing with their representatives at 
home and indicating their position at the earliest possible opportunity on the 
portion of section 395 which deals with the payment into the fund for diversion 
of surplus peanuts during seasons when their crop is in short supply. 

It was further agreed that should legislation based on this bill be enacted 
in 1958 that it would not be made effective until the crop year 1959. 

Upon the completion of the discussions on the bill, Chairman Wingate took 
the opportunity, along with other representatives present, to express his appreci- 
ation to those who were active in formulating plans and instigating this meeting, 
and a number of those present expressed their opinion that this meeting was the 
most harmonious meeting of peanut producers relative to legislative matters 
that they had ever experienced. 
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The group was assured by Acting Secretary Sugg that copies of the minutes 
and of the redraft of the bill based on the actions of this meeting would be for- 
warded to each of those present as soon as possible. 

There being no further business ,the meeting was adjourned. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Joe S. Suae, Acting Secretary. 


MINUTES OF PEANUT MEETING IN RADIUM SpRINGS, Frypay, DECEMBER 6, 1957 


H. B. Wilson, chairman, GFBF Peanut Commodity Committee, called the 
meeting to order at 10 a. m. and H. H. Knowles of Alabama gave the invocation. 

Chairman Wilson asked J. H. Wyatt, secretary, GRBF Peanut Committee, to 
read the minutes of the peanut commodity meeting held November 11 in con- 
nection with the GFBF annual meeting and also the minutes of the Atlanta 
meeting where proposed legislation was discussed. 

Mr. Wilson explained the purpose of this meeting was to further discuss 
this proposed legislation and that the results would be sent to W. V. Rawlings, 
executive secretary, Virginia Peanut and Hog Association, who had worked 
with USDA officials in drawing up this proposed legislation. It was announced 
that Mr. Rawlings would be attending a meeting in Kansas City of National 
Commodity Committeemen, Monday, December 9, and would need farmers’ 
opinion on legislation at that time. 

Mr. Wilson explained that John P. Dunean, Jr., president, Georgia Farm 
Bureau, had called this meeting of the GFBF Peanut Committee and that 
Alabama and Florida had been invited. 

Everyone in attendance was asked to stand and give their name, position, 
and from which State. Each State was well represented and enclosed is a list 
of persons in attendance. 

Chairman Wilson called on Steve Pace, general counsel for Southeastern 
Peanut Shellers Association, to lead a thorough discussion on the proposed 
legislation. It was suggested that Mr. Pace discuss each proposed section of 
the bill and then after completion of the discussion that each section would be 
voted on separately. A lengthy discussion followed. 

Below is the action taken by producers : 

sob Griffin moved the adoption of the section dealing with increasing the 
earryover, in the definition of normal supply, be increased from 15 to 25 percent. 
Motion was duly seconded and carried unanimously. 

Bob Griffin also moved that the section, lowering from 108 to 102 percent 
(the supply percentage in figuring support prices) be deleted. Motion was duly 
seconded and carried unanimously. 

Aubrey Hudson of Florida moved that the section dealing with total supply of 
peanuts and in determining total supply that peanuts acquired by or held by 
CCC be excluded in figuring total supply. H. L. Wingate of Georgia seconded 
the motion. Motion carried unanimously. 

Bob Griffin of Alabama moved that the section dealing with the Secretary of 
Agriculture taking into consideration the carryover of peanuts in announcing 
national marketing quota, so as to provide for a normal supply of peanuts, be 
struck out for further study. Motion was seconded and unanimously carried. 

H. L. Wingate moved that the section of the present law which prohibits the 
Secretary of Agriculture allotting less than 1,610,000 acres nationally be amended 
to provide that the national marketing quota for peanuts be not less than the 
smaller of 95 percent of the national acreage allotment for the preceding year 
or 1,529,500 acres. Motion was seconded by Mr. Cogburne of Florida and passed. 
C. W. White of Bainbridge requested that his vote be recorded as against this 
amendment. 

C. W. White of Georgia moved that the section of the present law giving the 
Secretary authority to increase peanut acreage by types, be repealed. Motion 
seconded by Bob Griffin of Alabama and carried unanimously. 

Grady Dunn of Alabama moved that the section dealing with setting up a pro- 
motional fund be amended by striking out wherever stated “10 percent for each 
succeeding year’ and also the section “with respect to limitations upon the 
quantities of shelled peanuts, by types and grades below U. S. No. 1 grade, which 
may be marketed or otherwise disposed of for uses other than for feed or for 
cerushing into oil or meal, or for export.”” Motion seconded by H. L. Wingate and 
earried unanimously, 
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H. L. Wingate moved that the section dealing with setting up of a fund of 5 
percent above the announced support price of which one-fourth of the fund 
would go for promotion and the remainder of the fund to go for administration 
and any losses that may occur under the price-support program, be adopted. R. 
R. Donaldson of Alabama seconded motion and the motion carried. 

C. G. Boyd of Florida moved that W. V. Rawlings be contacted and ask him to 
furnish persons in attendance at this meeting a copy of the final proposed peanut 
bill to be presented to the Congress in January. Motion seconded and carried. 

Meeting adjourned at 4: 30 p. m. 

Respectfully submitted. 

J. H. Wyatt, 
Secretary, GF BF Peanut Committee. 
Name, State and position: 

W.L. Alford, Poulan, Ga., farmer. 
G. L. Houston, Sylvester, Ga., Southeastern Peanut Association. 
H. H. Conner, Jr., Eufaula, Ala., Southeastern Peanut Association. 
S. R. Baxley, Tom Huston, Columbus, Ga., Southeastern Peanut Association. 
H. G. Richey, Southern Cotton Oil, Macon, Ga., Southeastern Peanut Asso- 

ciation. 

G. C. Davis, Arlington, Ga., Southeastern Peanut Association. 
Rhett Bryson, Alabama, Southeastern Peanut Association. 
H. M. Sessions, Enterprise, Ala., Southeastern Peanut Association. 
E. J. Young, Dawson, Ga., Southeastern Peanut Association. 
D. H. Harden, Camilla, Ga., GFA. 
W. A. Cogburn, Florida, farmer. 
Aubrey J. Hudson, Jackson County, Fla., Florida FB. 
W. W. Glenn, Box 530, Marianna, Fla., Florida FB. 
J.C. Cromley, Statesboro, Ga., farmer. 
L. L. Mauldin, Georgia, GFA. 
©. G. Fuqua, Georgia, GFA. 

H. H. Knowles, Headland, Ala., GFA. 
©. G. Boyd, Newberry, Fla., Florida FB. 

silly Newberry, Arlington, Ga., farmer. 

R. R. Donaldson, Opalika, Ala., GFA. 
Grady W. Dun, Samson, Ala., GFA. 

B. B. Saunders, Jr., O’Brien, Fla., GFA. 
W.C. Riverbark, Columbia, Ala., farmer. 
Frank M. Stewart, Box 1631, Montgomery, Ala., Alabama FB. 
Arlie Shultz, Route 2, Ocilla, Ga., farmer. 
J.D. Gardner, Camilla, Ga., GFA. 
G. C. Kearse, Leesburg, Ga., farmer. 

R. L. Heath, Leesburg, Ga., farmer. 
R. L. Griffin, Box 1631, Montgomery, Ala., Alabama FB. 
H. L. Wingate, Box 7, Pelham, Ga., farmer. 
Troy Barton, Macon, Ga., GFBF. 
A. T. Mace, USDA. 
J. BE. Thigpen, USDA. 
R. C. Singletary, Jr., Blakely, Ga., farmer. 
Julian Maddox, Luverne, Ala., Luverne Peanut Co. 
Elmer Paulk, Ocilla, Ga., GFA. 
Billy Ewing, Georgia, farmer. 
W. L. Paullin, Pelham, Ga., Columbian Peanut Co. 
Mrs. Virginia Culpepper, Americus, Ga., Southeastern Peanut Association. 
A. J. Singletary, Blakely, Ga., farmer. 

Roy E. Parrish, Moultrie, Ga., Goldkist. 
Edward Jordan, Tifton, Ga., Farmers Gin & Peanut Association. 
Yank Lamb, Omega, Ga., Farmers Gin & Peanut Association. 
C. W. White, Bainbridge, Ga., farmer. 
Pierce Christie, Dawson, Ga., GF BF. 
H. B. Wilson, Abbeville, Ga., farmer. 
J. H. Wyatt, Brooklet, Ga., farmer. 
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CONFERENCE RELATIVE TO PROPOSED PEANUT LEGISLATION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 
FEBRUARY 25, 1958 


On February 25, 1958, a meeting was held in Washington, D. C., for the pur- 
pose of analyzing proposed peanut legislation as it affects the three major pro- 
ducing areas. The following persons attended representing organizations and/or 
areas as indicated: 


M. B. Braswell, North Carolina Peanut Growers, Whitakers, N. C. 

Joe Sugg, North Carolina Peanut Growers Association, Rocky Mount, N. C. 

W. V. Rawlings, Association of Virginia Peanut and Hog Growers, Capron, Va. 
J. L. White, Association of Virginia Peanut and Hog Growers, Capron, Va. 
Walter L. Randolph, Alabama Farm Bureau, Montgomery, Ala. 

R. L. Griffin, Alabama Farm Bureau, Montgomery, Ala. 

J. H. Wyatt, Georgia Farm Bureau, Brooklet, Ga. 

H. B. Wilson, Chairman Peanut Program of Georgia, Abbeville, Ga. 

John P. Duncan, Jr., Georgia Farm Bureau, Macon, Ga. 

Cyril G. Boyd, Florida Farm Bureau, Newberry, Fla. 

R. Wilson, Southwestern Peanut Growers Association, Gorman, Tex. 

B. D. Green, Southwestern Peanut Growers Association, Gorman, Tex. 

Mr. J. E. Thigpen, Director, Oils and Peanut Division (USDA), Washington, D.C. 
Mr. Turley Mace, Chief, Program Analysis Branch (USDA), Washington, D. C. 
Mr. Dan Munson, Attorney, Oils and Peanut Division, Washington, D. C. 


First order of business was the election of officers for the confernce. Mr. 
R. L. Griffin was elected chairman and Mr. Ross Wilson, secretary. The initial 
discussion concerned the manner of approach to be used in discussing and ana- 
lyzing the proposed peanut legislation. Mr. Rawlings suggested that the group 
review the proposed bill resulting from the Atlanta meeting. Mr. Griffin stated 
that other meetings relative to the proposed bill had been held since the Atlanta 
meeting and that the group might review these findings. He further stated that 
represenatives from the Southeast were of the opinion that no peanut legislation 
would be passed by Congress this session since no bipartisan support would be 
possible. Mr. Duncan reiterated that it was also Steve Pace’s opinion that this 
would be true. 

It was mentioned that a movement was underway in Congress to freeze price 
support levels at the 1957 dollar value for all commodities. Several voiced the 
opinion that peanut legislation as presented to Congress must be part of an 
omnibus farm bill rather than standing on its own. Rawlings expressed the 
opinion that only stopgap legislation would be passed this year. However, 
he considered it essential that a valid bill be ready in case the present price 
support program is attacked and endangered this season. Mr. Braswell agreed 
on this point adding that he felt it impossible for any one man to gage congres- 
sional feeling. He stated that other commodities were presently working on 
proposed legislation. Mr. Griffin pointed out that Alabama has just begun a 
State promotional program and wanted at least 1 year’s experience with this 
approach prior to entering a national promotional program. Mr. Duncan stated 
that Georgia has entered such a program also, whereby $1 per ton is deducted 
from all peanuts marketed to be used in promotion. Mr. Griffin further stated 
that they would not be a part of a national promotional program as it is presently 
proposed. 

Representatives from the Virginia-Carolina area and the Southwest stated that 
they were ready at this time to begin work on an analysis of the proposed peanut 
legislation so that a sound bill would be ready if an overall farm program comes 
before Congress this season. Mr. Griffin stated that it was the feeling of his group 
that peanuts should not be the first commodity to move into the self-supporting 
field since peanuts represented a substantially small area in the overall com- 
modity program. Rawlings and Sugg both felt that there seems to be a general 
movement toward the self-support approach to farm legislation. 

A discussion was held concerning the feeling of sheller groups regarding the 
possible bill. Both the Southwest and the Virginia-Carolina areas have met with 
the respective sheller organizations and oriented them on the implications there- 
to. Mr. R. Wilson stated that the Southwest shellers are generally in agree- 
ment with the proposals which the Southwest is supporting. Mr. Rawlings 
stated that he received little or no cooperation from the sheller organizations in 
his area. Mr. Griffin expressed his opinion that the sheller organization in the 
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Southeast was not in favor of national peanut legislation at this time. Mr. Boyd 
said his opinion was that the proposed legislation would not favor the shellers 
in general as much as has the present legislation and that it seems the shellers 
have decided to “drag their feet’ since they feel they cannot come out in open 
opposition. At this point Griffin stated that shellers in the Alabama area seemed 
quite interested in the promotional phase of the State bill. 

Mr. Duncan voiced objection to the phase of the proposed bill wherein the 
Secretary of Agriculture is granted authority to increase acreage by types in 
years when a short supply of a certain type exists. He stated that his farmers 
are not in favor of this type provision and will not vote for it. He pointed out 
that the farmers in the State of Georgia are in the main, both peanut and tobacco 
farmers. He further stated that Georgia farmers had in the recent past voted to 
pull out of the stabilization program on tobacco. 

Mr. Rawlings cited Public Law No. 17 and said that the results of such law 
had been that the States of Alabama and Texas are getting more of the per- 
centage of the national allotment each year. In contrast to this provision thie 
law also made it possible for the Virginia-Carolina area to get an increase by 
types every 3 or 4 years. He stated Public Law No. 17 was a comproniise or 
trading agreement between the three major producing areas. 

At this point officials of the USDA Oils and Peanut Division joined the 
group. Mr. Griffin briefly summarized prior events of the conference. Mr. 
Thigpen was asked to compare Government loses on diversion after the S) de- 
duction went into effect to such losses prior to the $9 deduction. He stated 
that on peanuts which are diverted about half the loan value is lost and that 
such losses average approximately 10 to 12 million dollars each vear. It was 
Mr. Thigpen’s opinion that the group should recognize the vulnerability of 
present peanut legislation and work toward a sound and defensible alternate 
program in case the present one is attacked and/or thrown out. It was his 
opinion that no important overall peanut legislation weuld be passed by the 
Congress in 1958 but he foresaw no risk in proceding to produce a solid pro- 
posed program on which all three areas could agree. Mr. Griffin stated at this 
point that his group wanted to proceed along this line but with the definite under- 
standing and agreement that such proposed bill would not be introduced in any 
manner for public hearing for at least 1 and possibly 2 years. Mr. Thigpen 
stated at this point that he felt there would be no risk involved in introducing 
x proposed bill to the Agricultural Committee or the subcommittee to show them 
that the major areas are working on a solid program. Mr. Braswell stated 
that he is in agreement with this thinking and that what risks might be in- 
volved would most certainly be overcome by the potential results. 

Mr. Thigpen stated that he is generally in favor of promotion of peanuts; he 
felt that it should begin on a small basis and, after making a solid program at 
this level, proceed into a larger and more out-reaching phase. Mr. Sugg told of 
having met with the Southeast shellers on behalf of the National Peanut Council 
and that the shellers seemed very interested in promotion, even to the extent of 
contributing to such fund. Mr. Griffin said that in Alabama $75,000 has been 
allocated under their program for research and promotional purposes. He 
voiced objection again to the promotional phase of the proposed bill stating that 
he felt the Secretary of Agriculture would be given too much power or authority 
in saying how the money was to be spent. He therefore felt that the producers 
themselves would not have sufficient control of the money set aside in the pro- 
posed bill. A brief discussion was held again in reference to Public Law 17. 
Mr. Rawlings stated that in comparing cross-benefits from this past bill, it should 
be noted that Alabama and Texas have benefited over the past years approxi- 
mately 152,592 acres while Virginia-Carolina increases for short supply total ap- 
proximately 111,000 acres. Mr. Wyatt emphasized again, as had others, the cross 
current of feeling which had existed at the Radium Spring meeting (for the 
purpose of analyzing and changing, if necessary, proposed legislation). Tle 
stated it was the thinking of the group that it was premature at this time to 
attempt to resolve a definite legislative program. 

Mr. Braswell said that he had considered the meeting of this date to be for 
the purpose of overcoming legitimate differences of opinion concerning proposed 
legislation even though he did not feel that a peanut bill would be passed in 
1958. He said he felt the situation could be summed up by saying that the 
three groups either work for a compromise bill or eventually go before Congress 
as a house divided and thereby weaken the overall program. Rawlings stated 
that he is in favor of having a proposed bill before the Agricultural Subcomnit- 
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tee, even to the extent of public hearing if necessary. Mr. Thigpen stated that 
there presently exists some interests in Congress who would expel peanuts from 
the price support program immediately if it were possible. Therefore, he felt 
that to be on guard by having a counter-attack ready to overcome criticism 
would be wise. Mr. R, Wilson said that the Southwest recognizes weaknesses 
of the present price support program and are ready and willing to work with the 
other two groups toward a solidified bill and that he was in favor of presenting 
such a bill to Congress so that it would be available if and when needed. Mr. 
Griffin stated that it is the thinking of the Alabama growers that they will 
be able to justify additional acreage in the future through their present promo- 
tional program which will create a greater potential market. Mr. Griffin stated 
again that his group would not want information concerning proposed peanut 
legislation aired in the press, that he would not want a proposed bill taken before 
the Agricultural Subcommittee for it to become a matter of public record and 
knowledge. Mr. Thigpen said that he had concluded from the morning disecus- 
sion that the Southeast did not feel that the proposals are far enough along for 
public airing and that they would not reach this stage this spring or summer, 
but that if such a state was reached, the group would be in favor of present- 
ing a proposed bill to Congress. Others said that they understood the Southeast 
was not in favor of public airing on the proposed bill under any circumstances 
this spring or Summer. Thigpen stated that it is conceivable that national con- 
sumption might possibly outrun national yield in future years. If this should 
happen, the national allotment program would be in jeopardy. This is just one 
nore reason in his opinion, for the group to plan ahead in an effort to overcome 
objections to the present peanut program. 

It was agreed by the group to review and discuss the proposed bill resulting 
from the Atlanta meeting. Mr. Sugg read the bill proper point by point in its 
entirety. 

(a) Discussion was held concerning paragraph (a) of the proposed bill which 
amends section 301, subsection (b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
by striking out “15 per centum” and adding “27 per centum” in the case of 
peanuts. This change has the effect of reducing the supply percentage under 
any given situation of carryover and production. With the supply percentage 
‘educed, the percent of parity support is increased up to 90 percent of parity. 
After discussion it was agreed that it would probably be better to stay on present 
108 seale and place the carryover allowable at about 20 percent rather than 
shifting to 102 seale since confusion might result. It was the consensus of 
opinion of the group that the Department would work out the arithmetic neces- 
sary to leave the proposed bill on scale 108 yet bring about the percent of parity 
desired. 

(b) Paragraph (b) of the proposed bill provides that in determining the 
supply percentage the CCC carryover shall not be included in the total supply. 
After discussion, the majority of the members present voiced agreement with 
this section as written but agreed with Mr. Thigpen’s suggestion to attempt to 
temper the wording somewhat without changing the end result in any respect. 
However, Mr. Randolph desired to be recorded as not in favor of this section. 

(¢) Section 2 of the proposed bill was discussed. Mr. Randolph registered 
opposition to section 2 of the proposed bill wherein certain acreage decreases 
are provided for under certain circumstances. Mr. R. Wilson voiced opposition 
to the abolishment of the minimum national acreage allotment of 1,610,000 
acres. He stated that farmers in the Southwest in his opinion would not vote 
for such a provision. In intervening discussions it was pointed out that in 
farmer referendums the farmer only votes for title V of the proposed bill. He 
does vote on acreage reduction when he votes on marketing quotas. Mr. 
Randolph wished to be recorded in opposition to the provision in section 2 
wherein type increases are possible in short-supply sifuations, saying that he 
felt it was beneficial to the Virginia-Carolina area only. It was his opinion 
that a decrease in the national acreage allotment from the present 1,610,000 
acres would increase the chances of Virgina peanuts getting a type increase. 
Mr. Thigpen inserted the idea that the proposed bill made it no easier to desig- 
nate and recognize a short supply by types but made it easier to determine the 
amount of short supply to be compensated for. Mr. Duncan voiced opposition to 
section 2 as did Mr. Boyd. Mr. White wished to be recorded in favor of section 
2. Mr. Braswell is in favor of this self-supported type bill as well as being in 
favor of Public Law 17 allowing type increases. After all areas had voiced 
in opinion on this section it was decided to leave it for later discussion. 

(7) Tithe V—Peanuts sold for publicity, promotion, and other purposes. 
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Mr. Randolph voiced opposition to the promotional aspects of title V. Hi 
felt that the present Alabama State promotional program, under auspices of 
growers rather than the Federal Government, would conflict with the proposed 
promotional section of title V. Mr. R. Wilson pointed out that the southwest 
area is opposed to that section of title V setting forth deductions for promotion 
at 1% percent. He wanted it made clear that the Southwest is in favor of such 
a promotional program at lower percentage deductions, possibly not to exceed 
1 percent. After discussion, Alabama and Georgia wished to be recorded as 
opposed to the promotional aspects of title V as presented. Florida voted 
neutral on the matter. North Carolina and Virginia representatives were in 
favor of the provision as set forth. 

Mr. R. Wilson stated that the Southwest desired that all remaining deduc- 
tions provided for in title V, except promotion, be made strictly on an area 
basis. Mr. Duncan disagreed with this theory saying that he felt that all areas 
should assist each other in paying the costs of price support program on peanuts. 
Mr. Thigpen agreed with Mr. Wilson’s suggestions in part but suggested that 
possibly it might be better to base deductions not only on areas but by types. 
He stated that past history has shown a tendency for Runner peanuts to produce 
over and above demand while Spanish has failed to produce sufficient quantity 
to meet demands. Mr. Randolph stated that Alabama is opposed to deduc- 
tions by areas for two reasons: (1) Such a program could not be sold to the 
growers. 2) Although some economic justice is presented in the plan, in 
Mr. Randolph's opinion the fact that many Runner peanuts are crushed is a 
main factor in preventing the necessity of crushing other types. Mr. Thigpen 
presented for discussion his tentative thinking on a two-price system on peanuts 
differing somewhat from a similar plan used several years ago. Such a plan 
might possibly provide for a farmer to grow a certain number of quota acres 
peanuts, plus a certain number of additional acres to be sold at an oil stock 
price. Since this plan would increase the possible surplus tonnage in any 
given year, some additional deduction would of necessity be taken from th: 
amount the farmers received to finance the cost of such diversion. 

Mr. Rawlings pointed out that if the national acreage allotment should re- 
main at 1,610,000 acres the proposed 5 percent deduction would not be suf- 
ficient to finance the program. He added that additional arithmetic computa- 
tions would be necessary to determine the percentage of increase necessary but 
that he estimated it would likely be in the vicinity of 10 percent. 

Mr. Braswell stated that it is necessary to have legislative authority for the 
reductions of acres in order that supply may be brought in line with demand. 
If this is not done, the farmer will, of necessity, suffer in the long run. It is 
for this reason that he has advocated and still advocates a reduction in acres 
as proposed in section 2 of the bill under discussion. 

A general discussion was held concerning the slight increase in producer 
advance value per ton of peanuts at set forth in the bill. Mr. Randolph’s opinion 
was that any substantial increase in prices will affect adversely the consumption 
of peanuts at the commercial level. Mr. Braswell pointed out that history has 
proven that although price supports were lowered on wheat, the cost to the con- 
sumer has continued to rise. 

Mr. Thigpen commended the group on the discussions for the day and opinioned 
that the group had reached a greater degree of agreement than possibly realized. 
He said that he felt the group agreed that eventually some sort of self-financing 
plan would be essential to the peanut industry and that such a plan might 
necessitate higher dollar value deductions or fewer acres allotted. He said 
that he felt that consensus of opinion of the group was that promotion is impor- 
tant although perhaps to a lesser degree than presently proposed percentagewise. 
He thought that further study might be given to the deduction by areas and/or 
type plan as he felt a plan of this sort had considerable merit. 

Mr. Randolph stated that in his opinion the people of Alabama are not pres- 
ently ready to accept a self-financing plan. Mr. Wilson, of Georgia, stated that 
he was in agreement with Mr. Wingate’s earlier statements to the effect that any 
acreage or type increase should be made across the board for all areas. 

(e) Section 6 of the proposed bill was briefly discussed. It had earlier been 
tentatively decided that the proposed bill would be based on scale 108 and, in 
line with that thinking, sections 6 and 7 of the proposed bi!l would be eliminated. 

(f) Section 8 of the proposed bill was reviewed briefly. Mr. R. Wilson posed 
the following question concerning section 8: “What is the opinion of the group 
as to the effect the ad-on provision will have on the chances of the proposed bill 
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to pass Congress?” Mr. Rawlings replied that the add-on provision can be solidly 
defended since the resulting total would only be up to a maximum of 90 percent 
of parity, as compared to up to a maximum of 100 percent of parity in the case of 
certain other commodities. Mr. Rawlings and Mr. Griffin both stated that they 
felt this type provision is essential to secure grower votes for the bill. Discussion 
brought out that in the final analysis the cost of this proposed program is shifted 
from the Federal Government to the ultimate consumer. 

Mr. Boyd suggested that each delegation go back home and sell the entire pro- 
gram as it presently stands in total. Mr. Braswell suggested that more work 
should be done by the group individually and possibly at a later meeting toward 
compromising points of disagreement. 

Mr. Rawlings suggested that each area solidify a proposed bill encompassing 
the aspects desired; then present such a plan to the appropriate Congressmen 
for their study but not to be presented for a public hearing before a subcommittee. 
Mr. R. Wilson voiced agreement with Mr. Rawlings’ suggested plan. Mr. Bras- 
well stated that he again felt that any peanut bill must be a part of an overall 
farm plan. He is opposed, however, to agreeing that the bill not be introduced 
this season. He suggests, alternately, that the bill which each area comes up 
with, or an overall compromise for all areas, be put before an Agricultural Sub- 
committee with the definite understanding that it is not to be pushed out alone 
but is only to be a part of an overall farm bill. 

Mr. Griffin again stated that he is definitely opposed to introducing any peanut 
bill this season for any public hearing. 

It was agreed that representatives from each area would continue to work 
toward a desired proposed bill. If a meeting with the other two areas is desired 
in order to facilitate compromises, Mr. Rawlings is to be contacted relative to 
setting up a meeting. It was further suggested that insofar as possible the same 
personnel should attend each meeting so that all will be familiar with back- 
ground discussions and provisions. It was lastly agreed that Mr. Rawlings, if 
and when a later meeting of all three areas is desired, will contact one person in 
each area relative to the meeting. 

Ross Witson, Acting Seecretari. 


1958 Letter No. 33 


GEORGIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Macon, Ga., March 138, 1958. 
To: County officers in peanut producing counties and GFBF commodity com- 
mittee. 
From: Troy Barton, legislative director. 
Subject: Results of Peanut Meeting, Monday, March 10. 


Upon call of the Georgia Farm Bureau, peanut producers from all over Georgia, 
with producer representatives from Florida and Alabama, met at Radium 
Springs to decide and chart a course of action on peanut legislation that may 
be introduced in this session of the Congress. 

The GFBF has not proposed any legislation for this session but has had to 
give considerable thought and time to a proposed bill by the peanut and hog 
associations of Virginia and North Carolina. These two organizations have 
worked on a bill for the past 3 or 4 years which, from all study, seems to benefit 
their States more than other areas. 

President Duncan presided at this meeting and opened by giving a brief report 
on meetings held recently and especially a meeting held in Washington relat- 
ing to peanut legislation. He stated that everyone in attendance at the Wash- 
ington meeting intimated that they could not go along with the Virginia and 
North Carolina proposal and everyone agreed it would be wise to call meetings 
by States of producers to make final decision. 

Mr. Duncan asked Steve Pace; Walter Randolph, president, Alabama Farm 
Bureau; Cyril Boyd, representing Florida Farm Bureau; H. B. Wilson, chair- 
man, GF BF peanut commodity committee; J. H. Wyatt, secretary, GF BF peanut 
commodity committee; and D. W. Brooks, general manager, CPA, to discuss 


their opinions of any legislation or the proposed bill subject to be introduced 
anytime, 
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A through discussion and question period followed and the group voted 
unanimously the following resolution : 


RESOLUTION PASSED BY PEANUT PRODUCERS IN SESSION MONDAY, MARCH 10, 
RADIUM SPRINGS, GA., CALLED INTO SESSION BY THE GFBF 


Whereas the peanut producers of Georgia, with producer representatives from 
Florida and Alabama, in a meeting at Radium Springs, Ga., March 10, called 
by the Georgia Farm Bureau believe, after thorough discussion and study, that 
the proposed legislation on peanuts by the Virginia and North Carolina peanut 
associations appears to be most untimely ; and 

Whereas the peanut problems of all areas are more or less the Same and these 
problems should be thoroughly studied and discussed before any changes are 
made in the now existing Jaw and in this proposed legislation we find many 
areas of disagreement and because of the many uncertainties involved: There- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the opinion of this group of producers, representing 
the growers of Georgia and neighboring States, that no legislation of any kind 
should be introduced in the Congress at this time; and be in further 

Resolved, That attempts be made to work our differences and if any effort 
is made to present any bill to the Congress on peanuts at this time the South- 
east area would be compelled to vigorously oppose such legislation. 

Keaton Cox. of Mitchell County, moved the adoption of the above resolution, 
seconded by H. B. Wilson and carried unanimously. 

Beiow are some reasons, voiced by producers, why no legislation should 
be introduced in the Congress at this time. 

(1) Farm leaders believe it to be the thinking of many Congressmen and 
Sen:ztors that if a peanut bill were to be introduced this year that the entire 
peanut program may be killed. 

(2) National administration leaders have been quoted as saying the peanut 
program has cost the Government more money than was spent on missiles dur- 
ing the entire period of the last Democratic administration. 

(3) Too much disagreement between peanut producing areas on proposals 
such as 

(a) Lowering of the national allotment below the 1,610,000 acres. (GFBF 
opposes any reduction while Virginia and North Carolina hog and peanut 
associations favor. ) 

(b) Allotting peanut acres by types. (GEFBF opposes while Virginia and 
North Carolina hog and peanut associations favor. ) 

(c) Raising of a national fund of 5 percent of price per ton to promote, 
advertise, provide research, and help pay CCC losses. (GEBEF opposes on 
grounds that the State can do a better job of this than the Federal 
Government. ) 

(d) Redefining “carryover” in the definition of normal supply to provide 
that the carryover be increased from 15 to 27 percent. (GFBF opposes this 
feature, at this time, even though by doing this would increase the sup- 
port price by about 2 percent—by agreeing to this, at this time, would no 
doubt encourage a bill to also include points (a), (b), and (¢) above 
which would harm the producers of Georgia. ) 

(e) Lowering from 108 to 102 percent the supply percentage in figuring 
support prices. As you know when supply exceeds 108 percent of a normal 
supply the flexible price support program goes into effect. The lowering 
to 102 percent would do nothing but reduce the level of support. (GFBF 
opposed this proposal while Virginia and North Carolina hog and peanut 
associations favor.) 

The Southwestern Peanut Shellers Association have requested the USDA to 
grant an increase in Spanish peanuts for 1958. The USDA is holding a hear- 
ing on this request March 14. Copy of a telegram your GFBF sent Mr. Jim 
Thigpen in opposition to this request is reproduced below : 

J. E. THIGPEN, 
Director, Oils & Peanut Division, Commodity Stabilization Service, 

USDA, Washington, D. C.: 

Permit the GFBF to oppose vigorously the application set for hearing Friday, 
March 14, on application requested by Southwestern Peanut Shellers Associa- 
tion for increase in acreage allotment of Spanish peanuts. 

First our organization is opposed to any increase in acreage on a type basis. 

Secondly, the Southwest now has acreage allotments equal to almost one- 
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third of the national acreage allotment, which should be ample for the pro- 
duction of all Spanish needed during 1958-59 marketing year. 

Increased allotments would result only in the production of a surplus of 
Spanish peanuts, which would depress the market for growers and substantially 
increase the losses of CCC, 

Their request is fantastic, unreasonable, and wholly without justification. 

JOHN P. DUNCAN, Jr., 
President, Georgia Farm Bureau Federation. 

Mr. Rawtinos. I would like to say that apparently the bill hadn’t 
been studied too closely, and in the ‘first year definitely the growers 
will make a very definite contribution toward paying the cost of the 
program. 

I would like to state, too, that I did not state this morning that in- 
creasing the allowance for carryover in computing normal supply 
would raise the support price to 90 percent of parity. 

Mr. Pace. I certainly want to withdraw that statement. 

Mr. McMii1an. Without objection 

Mr. Pace, Bill is an honorable man. 

Mr. Rawutnes. I think the arithmetic we have will have about a 2- 
percent effect on it, and I am a little taken back that the friends who 
have stood before for a 90-percent price support program on peanuts 
now stand up against every feature of the bill which will help achieve 
a 90-percent program. 

Also we were encouraged to do like the growers were doing in the 
Southeast, in having their own deduction, I feel that our friends 
are a little thoughtless there because I believe they know that for 
approximately 10 years growers in Virginia have been doing that 
very same thing and for an appreciable number of years the growers 
of North Carolina have. In fact, we spent many hours with the 
grower groups in the Southeast, Steve, helping them with the bylaws, 
furnishing them material, copies of our State legislation, and being 
of any assistance we could. So we have been at that about 10 years in 
our area and I think the record should show that. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Assirr. Let me ask you just this question, if I may. Approxi- 
mately what has been the percentage of reduction in price to the pea- 
nut producers in the last 2 years, reduction from 90 percent ? 

Mr. Rawitnes. We have gone from 90 to 82 percent of parity and 
we have had a 10-percent bite already on modernized parity and we 
will take more. 

Mr. Agsirr. Who has taken that reduction ? 

Mr. Rawuiines. The growers. And if we get everything we have 
talked about in the bill as you introduced it, we won't be bac k with the 
return to growers of what it was before those two things started work- 
ing on us, and in the next place, all during those years, the type of 
things farmers have to back to produc ad pore continues to go up. 

Mr. Asprrr. Do you know of any reflection of that reduction to 
the ultimate consumer of the peanut product ? 

Mr. Rawutnas. I do not. We were encouraged about the modest 
increase in consumption, but it wasn’t mentioned that in the last 2 or 
3 years we have had 2 or 3 very big operators come into the peanut 
business, particularly in peanut butter. Procter & Gamble and Best 
Foods. There has been an advertising program carried on on those 
brand names. The only study we have authoritative at all on the 
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effective price of the farm level on the consumption of peanuts is a 
study of 1952, a 1-percent cut in price of farm level that could only 
be expected to increase consumption by four-tenths of 1 percent. So 
you see how the farmer comes out when you carry that on for a few 
months. 

mt Axssirr. What did you say the total reduction was that you 
take { 

Mr. Rawttnes. It is a combination of going from 90 percent of 
parity to 82 percent of parity plus a 10-percent further price cut on 
two 5-percent bites on modernized parity and we have got right near 
that much more to go on modernized parity at 5 percent a year. 

I will tell you this. When you get through with modernized parity 
alone, it will take approximately some $40 a ton off the support price 
of peanuts if we still had a 90-percent program. That is approxi- 
mately correct; isn’t it, Steve ? 

Mr. Pace. Yes. It has been pretty heavy, that modernized parity. 

Mr. Rawuines. I wanted to get that in the record. We are not up 
here asking for something we think is unreasonable or something we 
think we have to apologize to anybody about. 

Mr. Assirr. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to introduce the chair- 
man of the Virginia ASC Committee, Mr. Delmar Carr. He doesn’t 
care to make a statement, but he is from the peanut area and is doing 
a splendid job in his effort to help the farmers of Virginia. 

Mr. McMitxan. Stand up and give the reporter your full name and 
whom you represent. 

Mr. Agsrrr. And Mrs. Carr, his charming and gracious wife. 

Mr. McMir1an. We will be glad to hear you at this time. 

Mr. Carr. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Abbitt, I want to thank you for 
en I have no statement. It is a pleasure to be here 
with you. 

Mr McMittan. Thank you. You have a mighty good Congress- 
man. 

The committee will hold these hearings open for other meetings at a 
later date and consider all the statements that have been made here 
today. If we want to call you in later, we will certainly do it. We 
will certainly have a report from the Department sometime in the 
near future, and will take further action on this bill at a later date. 

The committee will stand adjourned until the call of the Chair. 

(The following statement was submitted to the subcommittee and 
without objection by the chairman is inserted in the record :) 


STATEMENT OF MARSHALL BALLARD, JR., PRESIDENT, AMERICAN TuNG OIL 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and honorable members of the committee, my name is Marshall 
Ballard, Jr., of Lumberton, Miss. I am president of the American Tung Oil 
Association, and a member of the board of directors of the National Tung Oil 
Marketing Cooperative and of the Tung Research & Development League. Mem- 
bership in these three organizations produce two-thirds or more of the total 
United States production of tung oil annually. Like all other officers and 
directors of our three organizations, I am a tung grower; and like the great 
majority of tung growers, my life savings, and all that I have and own are 
wrapped up in the tung industry. I speak to you therefore not as a professional 
attorney, nor as a hired lobbyist, but as a plain farmer who will succeed or fail 
in the tung industry during the coming years. 

At this time, I am serving as chairman of the committee on miscellaneous 
commodities of the National Conference of Commodity Organizations. Rep- 
resented on my committee are such commodities as peanuts, tobacco, sugar, 
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naval stores, potatoes, fruits and vegetables, honey, and, of course, last but 
not least, tung. This Committee of the National Conference is more or less a 
coordinating committee for the various commodities just mentioned. I do not 
pretend to pose as an expert on all of the commodities represented on my com- 
mittee. I understand that most of these commodity groups are offering specific 
legislative proposals on which their respective representatives will address you 
gentlemen in the course of these hearings. I, therefore, shall undertake to 
answer specifically only for tung. 

The American tung oil industry is still relatively new. Our oldest producing 
commercial orchards are under 30 years of age and the great majority of tung 
trees are under 25 years old. The product of the tung tree is tung nuts and 
from tung nuts is expressed tung oil. Tung oil has unique and unduplicatable 
qualities for use in paint, varnishes, waterproof goods, printers’ ink, and many 
other products. It was regarded as so essential to the domestic security during 
World War II that the entire domestic production was commandeered by presi- 
dential proclamation and was allocated only for strategic uses. 

Tung oil is used by American industries to the extent of some 40 to 50 million 
pounds annually. Its production in the United States is limited by weather and 
soil requirements and is thus restricted to a belt about 50 miles wide near the 
Gulf Coast and extending from Texas to Florida. The American tung industry 
now produces from one-half to three-fourth of the Nation’s requirements for 
tung oil annually. We feel sure that there is competent leadership in all phases 
of American agriculture to present their own problems and to propose solutions 
which are worthy of your most serious consideration. 

As a still new agricultural industry, we studied with great interest the recent 
interim report prepared by the President’s Commission on Increased Industrial 
Use of Agricultural Products. This Commission was created by Congress and 
instructed to make recommendations for such legislation as may be needed to 
increase the industrial utilization of new and familiar farm crops. The interim 
report by the Commission as you may recall, made a series of recommendations 
(1) for the introduction of certain new crops, (2) for an unparalleled program 
of research for developing the usage of new crops and established crops, and 
(3) to provide varied forms of financial support by the Federal Government 
until what was termed the “awkward period” for these new crops and new 
uses of established crops had passed. 

The point we wish to stress here is that the tung industry is now in the 
“awkward period.” 

We acknowledge with a great deal of gratitude our appreciation of the as- 
sistance of the Federal Government for its program of research to develop basic 
information on sound cultural and fertilization practices and the like for tung, 
all of which has been necessary to the efficient production of this new crop. We 
are most grateful, also, to the Southern Regional Research Laboratory at New 
Orleans for its studies on the chemical and physical structure of tung oil—all of 
this related, of course, to the extension of tung oil markets through the develop- 
ment of new uses. These services have been valuable, indeed, to our developing 
industry but are small indeed compared to what is proposed under the interim 
report to Congress referred to above. 

Literally, gentlemen, the tung industry has been lifting itself by its own 
bootstraps beginning about 30 years ago. The present tung belt was then a vast 
area of cutover pineland. The farm population was small. The interior com- 
munities were small and were threatened with extinction as the sawmills cut out 
the timber and closed down and provided no remaining employment for the 
population. The soil in this particular area is not inherently fertile, although 
it is blessed by abundant year-round rainfall and a magnificent climate. Cotton 
had played out due to the coming of the boll weevil and for other reasons inherent 
to this area. Returns from corn production were meager; and the chief remain- 
ing source of income were the gaunt native longhorn cows and scrub sheep which 
ranged over the cutover pinelands—a very mediocre source of livelihood at best. 

In this unpromising situation a group of farseeing men—beginning in Florida 
and gradually extending through Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi, and Louisiana— 
conceived of tung as the one crop that would thrive best under our local circum- 
stances. During the years that have followed, and until quite recently, the tung 
industry flourished. With it have developed also a thriving modern livestock 
industry, utilizing improved pastures, a large poultry industry and an even 
larger dairy industry, along with a very comprehensive reforestation program. 
As a result the general tung belt area has progressed to an amazing extent. But 
the basis for and hard core for all the progress farmwide in this particular area 
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has been tung. Apparently until just a few years ago, we were well on the way 
toward the development of a prosperous and profitable agriculture in an area 
which had been almost desolate a mere quarter of a century before. 

During these years of tung development, we have invested some $50 million 
in farms including buildings, orchards, pastures, fences, machinery and equip- 
ment, and in processing plants. We have survived the earlier mistakes—and 
they were numerous and costly—and, we now feel that we have a lot of the 
know-how. 

For the past 5 years the price of tung oil has declined year by year to a point 
where even our better managed tung farms are hard pressed to make ends meet. 
It is true that we have had some disastrous weather conditions, but the hazards 
of late spring frosts have been recognized from the beginning. We expected to 
recoup in good years losses suffered during bad ones. Such was the case during 
the earlier years, but it has not been our experience during the past 5 years. 
We had bumper crops in 1952 and 1953. A rather small crop in 1954, a virtual 
crop failure in 1955, and fair crops in 1956 and 1957. Apparently, we now have 
an excellent crop on the way. But do we have a change to recover our losses? 
We do not. The price of tung oil is now so low that even with an excellent yield 
in prospect we cannot hope to do much more than break even. Actually, gentle- 
men, the yield of tung oil, even from our better managed operations during the 
past 4 years has returned less, after the costs of harvesting and milling, than 
was paid to many other types of farmers for not producing under the Federal 
soil-bank program. 

And we feel that our future, gentlemen, is no brighter than the recent past, 
unless there shall be decisive action on the part of you gentlemen in the Congress. 

Those of us who have lived with—who have virtually devoted our lives to the 
tung industry—are convinced that our problem is threefold. These threefold 
phases are— 

(1) A parity price formula which is totally unfair to us; this phase of the 
problem we understand is common to many other segments of agriculture 
and must be corrected by some fair and adequate means; 

(2) Support prices established at levels so low as to force the downward 
trend of tung-oil prices we have experienced during the last 5 years; and 

(3) An excessive and altogether unreasonable allowance of imports of 
tung oil from foreign countries. 

These three factors are interdependent and inseparable. 

The salvation of the tung industry is absolutely dependent on the solution of 
these 3 problems—not just 1 of them nor 2 of them, but all 3 of them. 


I. AN EQUITABLE PARITY PRICE 


We, in the American tung industry like many other segments of American 
agriculture with whom we have discussed the problem feel that a modernized 
version or method of computing parity is highly essential at this time if our 
producers on the farms are to share equitably in the fruits of our national econ- 
omy. If American farmers and United States tunggrowers are no exception and 
are to receive a fair and equitable price for the fruits of their labors, a more 
modernized and sounder method of computing parity prices must be forthcoming 
immediately. ; 

The National Conference of Commodity Organizations is working on a new 
method of computing parity. We are cooperating closely with the NCCO in 
the study of this whole subject and we are inclined to feel that a constructive 
proposal will soon be forthcoming from the NCCO relative to an adequate 
solution of this troublesome problem. ee 

By way of example, we might add that the effect of the present sliding-scale 
method of computing parity prices has been particularly disastrous to tung. 
During the original base period we enjoyed fairly good prices; but because of 
low support prices and further considerations to be discussed later, the parity 

rice of tung has gone down and down. : 
. Thus, tae vate price of tung nuts was $100 per ton in 1949, $105 in 1950, 
$112 in 1951, $108 in 1952, $97.50 in 1953, $91.60 in 1954, $85.10 in 1955, $82.70 in 
1956, and $80.20 in 1957. 

Unless something is done by Congress, within the next 2 or 3 years, we shall 
have eliminated all the good price years and our basic parity price will be some- 
where around 21 cents per pound. In that unhappy event even 90 percent of 
parity would be of little worth to United States tunggrowers. 
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II. SUPPORT PRICES IN LINE WITH AMERICAN STANDARDS OF LIVING 


The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933, as amended, was enacted by Con- 
gress to assure that American agriculture received a fair, adequate, and equitable 
share of the fruits of our United States economy. It set up the price-support 
program, backed by loans made by CCC. Certain crops are designated as “basic,” 
support of which is mandatory at 75 to 90 percent of parity ; the support of other 
crops, including tung, may range from 60 to 90 percent in the discretion of the 
Secretary of Agriculture. The support price is established annually. 

The wide range in the percentage of parity which may be used by the Secretary 
of Agriculture as the basis for the support price, has been particularly harmful 
to the tung industry. This is because of the very low percentage employed. 
Since 1950 we have had 9 years of support—3 at the rate of 65 percent, 1 at the 
rate of 62.2 percent, and 5 at the rate of 60 percent. Our pleas for even 75 
percent of parity have been denied. 

Worst of all, the support price has a direct influence on the general market; 
experience indicates that the consuming industries use it as a yardstick for 
measuring fair market price. And whether so intended or not, we are con- 
vinced that the ever-declining price of tung oil since 1951 is attributable in 
large measure to the decline in support price year after year in recent years. 
Almost without exception since 1953, the support price when announced was 
lower than the then prevailing market price—and almost without exception the 
market went down. 


Ill, SENSIBLE REGULATION OF IMPORTS OF FOREIGN TUNG OIL 


During recent years, as our city population has increased and as our farm 
population has decreased, critics who have not thought the farm problem through, 
have increasingly condemned the farm program as a whole because of the cost 
of Commodity Credit Corporation operations. That cost has been considerable, it 
is true. But full truthfulness requires also that we consider other aspects of 
the national economy, and above all, that things be kept in true proportion. 

The amount of money we have spent in support of our American farmers is 
small indeed when compared to the billions of dollars we have spent overseas 
for defense and rehabilitation of countries all over the world. Even from a 
domestic standpoint, it is small indeed, compared to the subsidies granted to 
labor through minimum-wage legislation, to industry such as shipping by direct 
subsidy and to many other industries through fast tax writeoffs and the like. 
We do not quarrel with any of these subsidies or the policies establishing them. 
Rather than condemning these policies and practices, we most heartily approve 


of most of them. Any other course would be foolish. 


The point we wish to emphasize is that the expenditure of these multibillions 
of dollars have so vitalized industry that industrial earnings have been for years 
the highest ever experienced ; and so stimulated the need for labor that industrial 
workers in the United States for years have enjoyed the greatest prosperity 
ever experienced by any people in the history of the world. 

Agriculture, meanwhile, has experienced ever-decreasing prices for products 
sold and ever-increasing prices for necessities purchased. 

Who among those groups of our people who have enjoyed this unprecedented 
prosperity shall cast the first stone at long-suffering agriculture? 

When viewed in the light of the above perspective, the amount of money 
that has been spent in support of our own American farmers is small indeed, 
gentlemen, when compared to that which has been spent to stimulate such un- 
precedented prosperity in other segments of our national economy, to say nothing 
ot that which has been spent to bolster the prosperities of countless foreign 
nations around the world. 

But more about this surplus of farm commodities in the hands of CCC. 

Most of you remember learning at your mother’s knees the story of Joseph 
in Egypt. Joseph, by his interpretation of the pharaoh’s vision, foresaw that 
Ygypt would enjoy a series of fat years, followed by a series of lean years. 
Whereupon Joseph ordered the storage of surplus food produced during the 
fat years. 

I imagine that the people complained a great deal about the amount of money 
the Egyptian Government was spending to subsidize its farmers. But when the 
lean years came, there was food aplenty, and the people rejoiced. 
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Many of you will recall the frantic appeals in World War I for farmers to 
produce more, because armies travel on their bellies. Farmers did produce 
more, and they kept on producing to feed and clothe our allies, even our former 
enemies. But they built up surpluses over the years; prices went lower and 
lower year by year and American agriculture as a whole was virtually bank- 
rupted in the early thirties. Then came the drought years, and the very sur- 
pluses which had so nearly destroyed farmers everywhere provided cheap food 
and fiber for a nation unemployed, in hunger and want. 

The same continuing surpluses came in right handy in World War- II, when 
we found it necessary to feed and clothe, not only ourselves and our allies, but 
later on our conquered enemies, and still later, people all over the world who 
were and still are in need and hungry—people ripe for the beguiling promises 
of communism. 

So, gentlemen, is it fair in the light of history to criticize too severely our 
so-called farm surpluses? They saved Egypt in Biblical days. They saved our 
allies during two World Wars and have contributed greatly to recovery after 
peace cume. 

The threat of another war—a war more destructive, perhaps, than the human 
mind can conceive of—hangs over our heads constantly. God grant that it may 
never come. 

But if it should come, the very surpluses of farm commodities under such 
vicious attack today, will be among our greatest treasures. Tanks and guns 
and planes and other horrible implements of modern warfare are necessary, of 
course; but so is food and clothing. Our reserves of food and fiber are not a 
burden ; in fact, they are among our greatest assurances of national security. 

After this stout defense of reserve farm products in the hands of CCC, you 
may be surprised at the following statement : 

Tung producers of the United States, in the truest sense, are not responsible 
for 1 pound of the some 15 million pounds of tung oil now in the hands of CCC. 

We have never produced in the United States enough tung oil in any year 
to supply United States factory requirements, never even in our very best pro- 
duction years. 

The one reason why domestic tung oil has remained under loan more than 
temporarily is that imports of foreign tung oil have been permitted to flood our 
markets year after year. 

Tung oil, like most other products of human labor, sells at a lower price on 
world markets than on United States markets. Many of our industrial and agri- 
cultural products are protected against excessive imports by tariff fees, import 
restrictions, and similar devices. Not so, in the case of tung. 

And so, a peculiar but altogether distressing market situation has arisen. 

Tung growers of other nations of the free world have practically no home 
market for their product and practically their entire production must be ex- 
ported. Naturally they seek the highest market available, even if the gain is no 
more than a fraction of a cent a pound. 

In the United States we are protected by a support price which is entirely too 
low but which nevertheless provides an umbrella over all tung oil sold in these 
United States. Our domestic producers will not sell at lower than the support 
price. This gives the foreign producers the opportunity to undercut the prevail- 
ing United States price and thereby force the domestic production into the hands 
of CCC. 

Red China has dominated the European market for a number of years, and the 
European price has been consistently lower than the United States price. During 
the past year, however, large quantities of tung oil from free world countries 
have been shipped to Europe and a price war has resulted. Tung oil is today 
around 8 cents per pound cheaper in Europe than in the United States. Under 
Presidential decree we permitted the import of some 26 million pounds during 
the year. This amount, much greater than needed, was imported at prices 
just under the prevailing market price and in several instances even slightly 
under the support price, so that much of our domestic production was forced under 
CCC loan. Thus our support price, while giving insufficient but greatly needed 
protection to United States growers, has served as an umbrella to protect the 
price of some 26 million pounds of foreign oil. 

The basic cause of this situation is excessive imports of foreign tung oil. 

Now, the tung industry is in another position which is somewhat unique. We 
feel that it is to the best interest of the public, the manufacturers, and our 
own producers, that sufficient oil be available at all times to supply all reasonable 
factory demands. To this end we do not want to prohibit imports of tung oil 
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entirely from foreign countries. We are anxious that imports be permitted to the 
extent of the amount needed to so supplement our own production as to supply 
all reasonable domestic requirements. And we do not seek to penalize such 
needed imports by tariff fees. 

Congress has provided broad avenues of relief to meet our situation as we 
have outlined it. The remedy now available to us is section 22 of the General 
Agricultural Adjustment Act. 

However, from hard-earned experience, we have come to discover—first of all, 
that section 22 leaves entirely too much to the discretion of those agencies in the 
executive branch, to which the authority is delegated, to decide whether or not 
to impose the necessary import restrictions. Second, and by no means of any 
lesser importance, is the fact that the process provided by section 22 for obtain- 
ing relief from imports contains so much lost motion that by the time the remedy 
may have been applied the patient had long since expired. 

In brief, what is so badly needed, gentlemen, is the provision of automatic 
import controls by law in place of controls according to the whims of men. 

Briefly, we feel that a determination should be made annually of the amount 
of tung needed to fill all reasonable and legitimate requirements of consumers. 
In addition a reasonable carryover should be provided for in order to meet any 
possible unforeseen contingencies in consumers’ needs. At the same time, an 
estimate of the total supply of tung oil that would be available from all domestic 
sources, both public and private, to meet the estimated demand plus carryover 
should be made. Any shortage in supply on this basis should be filled by imports 
from foreign producing countries upon a quota basis to the extent, but only to 
the extent of the indicated shortage. 

Over and above this so-called normal plan, we believe that the President should 
be granted emergency power to extend a quota so established in the interest of 
national defense or of the general national welfare. When, however, the Presi- 
dent might deem it necessary to use this emergency power and authorize the im- 
portation of additional amounts of tung oil in excess of the normally established 
quota, we feel that an amount of oil equivalent to the excess imports should 
immediately be purchased and removed from the market by the Secretary of 
Agriculture. And that the cost of such purchases should be charged to appropria- 
tions for the specific project or projects intended to be served by the President’s 
permit instead of to CCC’s account. In this way the American people as a whole 
would share the cost of meeting the emeregency instead of having this cost borne 
entirely by America’s farmers. We believe that most Americans would consider 
this procedure as being only just and proper. 


SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 


I have discussed with you some of the major problems of our tung industry, 
all of them concerned with price and other factors over which we growers have 
no control whatever. We have other problems the solution of which is within 
our control to a large extent; and through our three organizations, which we 
are financing at considerable cost and sacrifice we hope to do something about 
them. This statement is merely to assure you that we are not coming to you 
pleading for help while doing little or nothing on our own. 

The solutions we propose for your consideration are neither haphazard nor 
hastily arrived at. Those of us who have lived with tung and fought for tung 
these many years have devoted many hours of thought along with deliberations 
and discussions, and we feel that we are competent to speak authoritatively on 
the issues discussed with you. 

We are of course familiar in a general way with the farm problem as a whole 
in this country. We do not, however, feel fully qualified to discuss with you 
measures for the relief of other distressed commodities. We speak only for 
tung. It is our firm conviction that any permanent solution to the overall farm 
problem must be made on a commodity-by-commodity basis. Our recommenda- 
tions therefore, while general in some respects, are specifically applicable to 
tung. 

We therefore request and urge that the Congress include in any new or re- 
vised agricultural legislation the following provisions: 

1. That the basic parity formula be reappraised so that the parity base and 
resulting parity prices shall at all times be realistic and adequate relative to 
the economic times. 

2. That support prices and support price floors be fixed at such percentages 
of parity as to insure prices to farmers in keeping with the American standard 
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of living. We suggest for tung a minimum support price of 75 percent of parity, 
as proposed in H. R. 11215. 

3. The year-by-year control and limitation of imports (in the case of tung oil) 
to that amount needed to supplement our domestic production so as to satisfy 
all legitimate domestic requirements, plus a reasonable carryover to care for any 
emergency. Such calculations and allocations should be made prior to but not 
too far in advance of the beginning of each marketing year. 

We urge further that the meaning of the Congress be clearly and specifically 
set forth and that only the barest necessary minimum of discretionary authority 
be vested in administrative officials. 


AGRICULTURAL IMPORTS 


Sec. —. Section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended, is further 
amended by adding the following new subsections: 

“(g) In addition to the import controls provided above, the Secretary of Agri- 
culture is authorized and directed to prescribe import quotas in the manner 
hereinafter provided for the purpose of preventing imports from adversely af- 
fecting the agricultural policies of Congress. It is the policy of Congress, ex- 
cept as otherwise expressly provided for any commodity, to maintain adequate 
domestic sources of supply of agricultural commodities and the products thereof 
and to stabilize domestic prices for such commodities and products at levels 
which will equalize the economic status of agricultural producers with that of 
other segments of the economy generally and provide fair returns for the labor 
and investment of such producers. 

“(h) Imports of articles which interfere or tend to interfere with the objec- 
tives mentioned above by displacing or tending to displace sales or other outlets 
for domestically produced agricultural commodities or the products thereof or 
by creating a condition of uncertainty with respect to domestic supply-demand 
relationships, or by injecting an element of instability in long-range planning, 
adversely affect the agricultural policies of Congress. Import quotas shall be 
established by the Secretary for all articles the importation of which in the 
quantities reasonably to be anticipated would adversely affect the agricultural 
policies of Congress with respect to any agricultural commodity or the products 
thereof. Subject to the limitations hereinafter provided, quotas so established 
shall be at such levels as the Secretary determines and announces would not 
have such adverse effect. 

“(i) Import quotas established by the Secretary under this section may not 
be proportionately less than 50 per centum of the total quantity of such article 
which was admitted for consumption during a representative period determined 
by the Secretary. If there were no imports of the designated article in a repre- 
sentative period, a zero quota may be established. Designations of articles 
in such quotas shall be sufficiently broad to prevent evasion and unless other- 
wise provided shall include any form, mixture, product, or source in which the 
article appears in other than inconsequential amounts. Designations may be 
amended by the Secretary to prevent evasion, without hearing. The Secretary 
shall give due notice and afford interested parties an opportunity to appear and 
present statements in connection with any ruling establishing, modifying in a 
substantial degree, or terminating any such import quota. The Secretary may 
prescribe rules and regulations relating to the powers conferred upon him by 
this section, and his decisions with respect to such import quotas shall be 
final. 

“(j) The President may authorize imports of any article in excess of the 
quantities established by the Secretary as the level at which the agricultural 
policies of Congress would be adversely affected. 

“(k) No imports of any article for which import quotas have been established 
by the Secretary in accordance with this section shall be admitted for consump- 
tion in excess of the import quota so established plus such additional quantities 
as may be authorized by the President in accordance with this section. 

“(1) Whenever additional imports of any article shall be admitted for con- 
sumption in accordance with the authorization of the President as herein pro- 
vided, the Secretary, through the Commodity Credit Corporation or any other 
agency available to him, shall remove from the domestic market a corresponding 
quantity of articles the sales or other outlets for which are adversely affected by 
such imports. Articles so removed from the domestic market shall not there- 
after be disposed of by the Secretary in such a manner as to adversely affect the 
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agricultural policies of Congress. In removing such excess supplies from the 
market, the Secretary may acquire either imported articles or domestically 
produced articles. The cost of removing from the domestic market excess sup- 
plies equal to additional imports authorized by the President, as herein pro- 
vided, shall be separately computed and shall be charged to appropriations 
relating to the programs served by such additional imports. 

“(m) The provisions of subsections (a) through (e) shall not be applicable to 
the commodities or products covered by subsections (g) through (m), except that 
import quotas or tariff rates in effect on any such commodity or product shall 
continue in effect until such time as import controls covering such commodity or 
product become effective under subsections (g) through (m).” 


(Whereupon, at 6: 10 p. m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene at 
the call of the Chair.) 








PEANUT PRICE SUPPORT PROVISION 


MONDAY, JUNE 9, 1958 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Commopiry SUBCOMMITTEE ON PEANUTS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2 p. m., in room 445, Old 
House Office Building, Representative John L. McMillan (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives McMillan, Grant, Albert, Abbitt, and 
Harrison. 

Also present: Representatives Poage and Matthews; and Mabel C. 
Downey, clerk. 

Mr. McMu1an. The committee will come to order. 

This meeting this afternoon was called specially to hear from the 
Department on H. R. 12545 and H. R. 12566. 

Mr. Miller just called and stated he would be delayed a few minutes. 
Mr. Thigpen, would you care to make a statement before Mr. Miller 
gets here ? 

Mr. Tuicren. I would prefer if we can to wait for Mr. Miller to 
make a statement. 

Mr. McMitzan. Mr. Vance, I believe you have to catch a plane or 
atrain. Would you like to give your statement right now? We would 
be very glad to hear any statement you would like to make. 

Give the reporter your name and title. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN B. VANCE, PRESIDENT, VIRGINIA FARMERS 
UNION 


Mr. Vance. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for the 
record, I am John B. Vance, president of the Virginia Farmers Union 
and a member of the board of directors of the National Farmers Union. 
I am appearing before the committee today on behalf of the three- 
quarters of a million voting members of the National Farmers Union 
as well as the 17,000 voting members of the Virginia Farmers Union. 

I appreciate very much, Mr. Chairman, the scheduling of this hear- 
ing and the opportunity afforded me to present our views with respect 
to H. R. 12566 recently introduced by Congressman Abbitt. 

The Farmers Union supports the objectives and principles con- 
tained in H. R. 12566. We consider the provisions of this bill as most 
constructive toward bringing about an improved peanut price-support 
program although it falls far short of being fully adequate. Farmers 
Union believes that the produccers of peanuts as well as the producers 
of all other agricultural commodities are entitled to parity of income 
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and that any legislation which falls short of this objective is less than 
fully adequate. 

We support H. R. 12566 because we believe it will definitely bring 
about an improvement in the existing program. Commenting br iefly 
on the major provisions of the bill, I would like to point out that the 
first major provision will change the carryover allowance used in the 
definition of normal supply from 15 to 25 percent of estimated 
consumption. 

The marketing year for peanuts begins on August 1, and it is neces- 
sary that the industry have on hand in the various phases of the supply 
pipeline a substantial quantity of peanuts on August 1 in order to 
operate efficiently until the new crop becomes available in the latter 
part of the year. The records will show that for the past 5 years the 
industry has averaged approximately 21 percent as of August 1. 
This is exclusive of CCC stocks. During the same years the holdings 
of CCC have been rather large. It is conservatively figured that the 
industry would need to carry at least 25 percent of estimated con- 
sumption as of August 1 in order to keep the pipeline open until the 
new crop becomes available. 

In other words, as we see it, the purpose of this provision is to 
make the legislative allowance for carryover consistent with the es- 

tablished present day practice of the industry. We do not believe it 

fair to the growers to unduly penalize them with a lower support 
level by virtue of the fact that the legislative allowance for carryover 
is considerably less than the established practice of the industry. 

The next major provision of this bill would eliminate peanuts held 
in CCC inventory from the supply in calculating the supply percent- 
age for price-support purposes. This change will not eliminate pea- 
nuts carried by wilee from the supply for purposes of determining the 
marketing quota. The purpose of this provision is to permit the 

carryover of reserve stock of peanuts in good crop years which can be 
offset by reduction of quota in subsequent years without having the 
CCC carryover reduce the level of price support. 

The next major provision of H. R. 12566 provides that the quota 
be fixed at 105 percent of estimated consumption. As long as the 
minimum allotment of 1,610,000 acres is in effect, it is not necessary 
to have any particular cushion in fixing the quota as anything near 
a normal yield will produce or tend to produce more than an adequate 
supply of peanuts for the trade. 

However, when the minimum national allotment is fixed at a slightly 
lower figure as is provided in H. R. 12566, and we thereby seek to 
adjust supplies more nearly in line with demand, it is considered 
highly desirable to have at least a 5 percent cushion in determining the 
quota in order to serve as a safeguard against a short supply. 

The major provision of H. R. 12566 authorizes a referendum of 
growers on the question of the levying of an assessment to provide 
funds for (1) paying the diversion cost on surplus peanuts acquired 
by CCC; (2) paying shellers for diversion of lower quality peanuts; 
(3) paying the administrative cost of grower cooperatives contract- 
ing directly with CCC; and (4) for other purposes—the promotional 
part of the program. 

It is further provided that the price-support level will be increased 
by 5 percent above that which would otherwise be determined, pro- 
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vided the growers in a referendum elect to utilize the self-supporting 
and promotion program. a 

We believe, Mr. Chairman, that this particular provision has con- 
siderable merit and deserves every possible consideration. — 

May I point out further in this connection that it is rather diffi- 
cult to understand how anyone could possibly oppose this particular 
provision in view of the fact that (1) it does not become operative 
unless a two-thirds majority of the producers voting favor it and (2) 
it removes as a point of contention, so far as the peanut price-support 
program is concerned, the cost factor which the opponents of price- 
support programs invariably use as a jumping off place in their 
opposition. 

We strongly support this provision, providing it could never become 
operative without approval of the secduciin in a referendum and pro- 
vided further the provision for a 5-percent increase in supports is 
retained intact as now written in the bill. 

We indeed appreciate the opportunity and courtesy extended us in 
resenting our views on this important peanut legislative matter. 
Ve are sure the actions of this committee will be in the best interest 

of the peanut growers everywhere. 

We are sure, Mr. Chairman, whatever action your capable commit- 
tee deems to take will be in the best interests of the peanut industry. 

Thank you. 

Mr. McMitian. Thank you, sir. Any questions? 

Mr. Abbitt ? 

Mr. Assirr. I appreciate very much your coming up here. Mr. 
Vance is president of the Farmers Union of Virginia. He is very 
much interested in the peanut program and all agricultural programs. 

Thank you for a fine statement. 

Mr. McMirian. Yes; I know they have appeared several times be- 
fore the committee. 

Mr. Poacr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Vance if he 
agrees that we should equalize the supports and the grades all over 
the peanut area? 

Mr. Vance. I can see considerable merit in that, Congressman 
Poage. 

Mr. Poace. Do you see any reason why we should not do it? 

Mr. Vance. Based on my rather limited knowledge of the techni- 
calities of the peanut program, offhand, I cannot. 

Mr. Poacr. Thank you. 

Mr. Apprrr. I understand what they are after is a differential in 
support for the various types. You can see no adverse effect, and you 
feel it would be well to eliminate that differential, so each type would 
be equal with the others? 

Mr. Vance. [think so, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. McMirtan. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Vance. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. McMitxian. Mr. Roy B. Davis. 

Mr. Assrrr. Mr. Davis is president of the Virginia Farm Bureau. 

Mr. McMixtan. Mr. Abbitt may introduce you and make any state- 
ment he wishes. 

Mr. Assirr. He is a very outstanding farmer. He knows the Agri- 
cultural program. He is well qualified, in my opinion, to give us some 
sound advice on this legislation. 
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I appreciate your coming up here, and I know the committee does, 


Mr. McMuian. Mr. Davis, if you will give the committee your full 
name and title. 


STATEMENT OF ROY B. DAVIS, JR., PRESIDENT, VIRGINIA FARM 
BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Davis. Thank you, Mr. Abbitt. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am Roy B. Davis, 
Jr., president of the Virginia Farm Bureau Federation. We appre- 
ciate this opportunity to appear before you and present the views of 
the Virginia Farm Bureau Federation, an organization of more than 
ee Virginia farm families who have paid, at this time, their 1958 

ues. 

Our organization represents all phases of Virginia agriculture, and 
we are constantly working to improve the farm income of Virginia 
farm families by working ee as a group and accomplishing 
those things for Virginia agriculture by group action which they, as 
individuals, cannot, or find it more difffeult to accomplish. 

At our most recent annual State convention, the delegates from 
the county farm bureaus comprising the membership of the Virginia 
Farm Bureau Federation, adopted the following resolution: 

We support the enactment of peanut legislation which will— 

1. Permit peanut growers to decide in a referendum whether to adopt a self- 
financing and promotional program designed to put the peanut program on a 
basis of no cost to the taxpayer. 

2. Peanuts held by CCC be excluded from total carryover computations. 

3. Provide for adjustment in the national acreage allotment for under- 
harvesting. 

4. Repeal minimum national acreage allotment with a proviso that it cannot 
be reduced more than 5 percent of the previous year’s allotment. 

5. Revise the method by which the Secretary determines a short supply of 
peanuts of a particular type and the method used in arriving at the increased 
acreage allotment to be provided for a type determined to be in short supply. 

6. Provide for changing the conversion table to be used in determining the 
percentage of parity support by using the set of conversions now established 
for corn, wheat, and rice, instead of that now used for cotton and peanuts. 

However, the delegates from the several States in attendance at the 
American Farm Bureau Federation annual convention several weeks 
after the Virginia convention adopted several resolutions which have 
a bearing on the proposals before this committee. The resolutions 
of the American Farm Bureau point up the essential nature of pro- 
motional work for agricultural commodities and urge increased sup- 
port for sound, well-coordinated programs to promote the increased 
sale and total consumption of farm products without duplication of 
promotional effort. 

This resolution states further the position of Farm Bureau that any 
funds raised for the purpose of promoting the sale of farm commodi- 
ties should be collected on a voluntary basis, administered by an 
organization of producers, with handlers and processors included 
where it is mutually agreed that they should be included, and that such 
funds should be used solely for the specific purpose for which collected 
and not for legislative or political activities. 
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A second resolution which has a bearing on the proposals before this 
committee, states that— 
price-support levels should take account of competitive conditions, supply and 
demand, and market trends. 

As we look at the situation facing peanut producers today, we see 
several trends which should be considered in the development of future 
policies. A recent publication of the United States Department of 
Agriculture which came to our attention showed that the 1957 anes 
of peanuts in the United States had decreased to 94 percent of the 
1935-39 average, while the world production in 1957 stood at 164 per- 
cent of the 1935-39 average. 

Due to our increase in yields per acre in the past 20 years, produc- 
tion of peanuts, however, showed a somewhat different picture, with 
United States production increasing to 127 percent of the 1935-39 
average, while at the same time the world production was increasing 
to 152 percent. 

While it is not our contention that the relative loss of production in 
the United States, when compared to the world production of peanuts, 
should be an overriding factor in our decisions, yet these facts should 
be borne in mind when we consider policies affecting peanuts. All of 
ners and peanut producers in particular should well consider 
whether it is in their best interests to allow this gap to become wider 
or should we take steps to restore to the American peanut producer the 
opportunity to regain his historical portion of the world market. 

However, it may well be in the best interests of our peanut producers 
and of agriculture in general to confine our efforts to supplying the 
domestic market without regard to world demands. We feel that 
ae soy producers, through their representative organizations and 

egislators, should carefully consider these facts and take such steps 
as are necessary to protect their own best interests. 

Referring specifically to some of the proposals in the legislation 
under consideration, we support the provisions which increase the 
carryover of peanuts for the purposes of definition of “normal supply” 
from 15 to 25 percent of the estimated domestic consumption, plus 
estimated exports. The purpose of this section is to have the peanut 

rogram more nearly conform to current practices in the industry and 
in this matter we are in agreement. 

The above Farm’ Bureau resolution also calls for support of the 
amendment to the Agricultural Act of 1938, as amended, to exclude 
from total carryover computations the peanuts held by CCC and con- 
sider only those peanuts held in commercial channels for purposes of 
determining the supply of peanuts and calculating the supply per- 
centage. 

We feel that the technological advances in the production of peanuts 
have created a condition whereby the yield per acre has been increased 
to the point that in a normal year the present national minimum 
acreage allotment of peanuts Ball Codon more than the requirements 
of the industry at the price level established under the law. 

We, therefore, feel that the reduction in the minimum national 
acreage allotment is justified. We commend the peanut producers 
for recommending such an adjustment in the peanut program in view 
of the cost to the taxpayer for those peanuts ata over and above 
the market requirements. While the recommended reduction in the 
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national minimum acreage allotment, with further advances in yields 
per acre and good growing conditions with present production prac- 
tices, may not completely relieve the overproduction situation, this 
reduction of 5 percent is a step in the right direction. 

We further commend our peanut producers for their proposal to 
establish a fund for surplus diversion. In making sulk a recom- 
mendation, they realize the uncertainties of production will lead them 
toa point from time to time where the supply of peanuts will be greater 
than the need of the market. We feel that such a proposal is sound 
and recognize that while the allotment and marketing quota program 
is beneficial to peanut producers, it should be so developed that the 
cost to the taxpayer in general will be held to a minimum. 

In view of our desire to develop farm programs which recognize 
Geert conditions, we would question the manner in which this 
fund is to be created. Since this fund is to be created by increasing 
the price-support level of peanuts, will it further reduce the oppor- 
tunity of our peanut producers to compete in the world market and 
increase the opportunity for producers of competitive products in the 
edible nut and spreads for bread field to Slplach even more peanuts 
in the domestic market. 

There is an earnest desire that the net income of peanut producers be 
increased to the highest possible level, but to do this we feel that 
measures which restrict their market and increase the opportunity for 
his competitors may be of questionable value. It is our firm belief 
that wich competitive factors as price, quality, and availability have 
a direct bearing on the market possibilities for peanuts. 

If, however, peanut producers feel that such an increase is needed 
to assure the establishment of a diversionary fund and are willing to 
accept the possible further loss in market, we will support the pro- 
posal in the proposed legislation. 

With respect to the fund for promotional purposes, it is our feeling 
that this fund should be collected on a purely voluntary basis and 
not be used to displace or duplicate publicity and promotional funds 
now being used by the industry to increase the sale of peanuts. We 
would, therefore, oppose inclusion in the bill the collection of funds 
by Federal legislation for promotional purposes but support efforts 
by producer organizations to collect funds on a voluntary basis for this 
purpose. If such funds are needed, and there is always a possibility 
that general advertising would not increase consumption of a com- 
modity, we feel that peanut producers will support such programs 
on a State, local, or organization basis. 

With respect to the peanut program in general, the Virginia Farm 
Bureau Federation supports the present allotment and marketing 
quota program, but urges peanut producers to develop ways and means 
Shanty their production facilities, land, labor, and capital may be 
used to the highest degree of efficiency to the end that our economic 
condition might be improved by producing for the market. 


Mr. Chairman, genetlemen of the committee, we appreciate this 


opportunity of appearing before you and presenting our views on this 
matter. 

Mr. McMiuzan. Mr. Abbitt, do you care to ask any questions? 

Mr. Aperrr. No. I would just like to commend Mr. Davis on his 
fine presentation. TI want to express my appreciation to you for com- 
ing up here to appear before the committee. 
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Mr. Davis. Thank you, Mr. Abbitt. 

Mr. McMitxan. Mr. Davis, it is evident you have give this legisla- 
tion a great deal of study. W e have had a little controversy, as you 
know in our committee, as to whether this is the proper time to take 
this type of legislation up, and whether it should be taken up with the 
overall farm bill. 

What do you think about that proposal ? 

Mr. Davis. Well, sir, in view of the fact that I understand there 
are some producer representatives—and I may be in error, since I did 
not attend the earlier hearing—that are not completely together on 
this, I would be inclined to question the advisability of pushing too far 
or too fast. 

It seems to me it would be very highly desirable to develop a 
program that would certainly have the support of the producers from 
the several production areas. 

Mr. McMitian. We all feel that it is very essential that we get all 
the peanut growers together on any proposed legislation, at least. 
Only a very small percentage of the House Members are even in- 
terested in peanuts, and, of course, we do not want to do anything to 
hurt the peanut cause if we can help it. 

Mr. Davis. I would certainly Hike to see legislation of this type 
move forward. And it was certainly my hope that the producers from 
the other areas would see fit to support, at least in general principles, 
the proposal. 

Mr. McMitian. If they cannot get together, you would suggest 
that they take it up ina separate bill? 

Mr. Davis. I would question moving it too fast, and possibly treat- 
ing it as a separate bill. 

Mr. McMitian. Mr. Poage, would you care to ask any questions? 

Mr. Poace. Yes. I just want to ask if you feel there ought to be 
an equalization of price supports for the identical grades in various 
areas ¢ 

Mr. Davis. Well, certainly I feel, sir, that they should be based 
on competitive conditions. Ifthe mar ket for the several types would 
be as strong for one type as the other, yes. 

Mr. Poage. I really should say the several types. Do you believe 
we should have the same support for Spanish peanuts in the Southwest 
as we do in the Southeast? Spanish peanuts of the same grade. 

Mr. Davis. I would certainly think they should be more nearly 
competitive than they are at the moment. We feel in Virginia that 
ours under the present support schedule, the differential is too great, 
and we would like to see it narrowed, if not totally equalized. 

Mr. Poace. Now, what about the tolerance for foreign matter? 
Would you agree with me that it should be the same in all types of 
peanuts ? 

Mr. Davis. Sir, I would have to disqualify myself as an expert on 
this matter. 

Mr. Poace. I am not asking you as an expert. 

Mr. Davis. But it would appear that it should be; yes. 

Mr. Poace. All right. That is all. Thank you. 

Mr. McMuzan. Thank you very much, Mr. Davis. We are glad 
to have your statement for the record. 


23887—58——_8 
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Mr. Davis. Thank you very kindly, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. McMixtan. Mr. Rawlings, did you want to make a statement ? 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM RAWLINGS, CAPRON, VA. 


Mr. Rawutnes. Mr. Chairman, if I could have permission to file a 
supplemental statement, I feel that would suffice rather than taking 
the time of the committee. The supplemental statement would deal 
specifically with certain statements made principally by Mr. Pace 
and Mr. Duncan and Mr. Turner at the hearing 2 weeks ago that in 
our opinion are factually incorrect, and we would seek to correct 
the record in that respect. I have the material. I do not mind going 
over it verbally. I would be glad to. 

But I just thought as a means of saving time, if I could have per- 
mission to file the clarifying material. 

Mr. McMitzian. Without objection, it will be included in the record. 

(The supplement statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM D. RAWLINGS, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF THE ASSOCIATION 
OF VIRGINIA PEANUT & Hoe GRowERS, INC. 


Under questioning by Congressman Abbitt, Mr. Stephen Pace, made state- 
ments relating to the consumptino of peanuts and peanut products which 
apparently are inconsistant with the official figures of the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. 

“Mr. Anssitr. That is what I am getting at. When they had that drop from 
90 to 82 and then took a drop under modernized parity, did that reduce the cost 
to the consumer in the least? 

“Mr. Pace. Yes, sir, it did. And I am wondering, Congressman—— 

“Mr. ABBITT. Have you got a pound of peanuts recently? 

“Mr. Pace. Sir? 

“Mr. ApBirT. Have you bought any ball park peanuts recently? 

“Mr. Pace. Oh, I thought you meant—— 

“Mr. Apsrrt. I said to the consumer. Has there been any reduction to the 
consumer. 

“Mr. Pace. I think there has been some in peanut butter, sir. I can’t tell 
you about candy.” 

Mr. Pace left the impression that the drastic reduction in price support level 
which had severely hurt the producer had been passed on to the consumer in 
the form of cheaper peanuts and peanut products. He was particular positive 
about peanut butter, although not quite as positive about other peanut products. 
In view of the fact peanut butter accounts for approximately 50 percent of 
the end use of peanuts, it is significent to note that, according to figures by the 
Department of Commerce, Bureau of Labor Statistics, the following average 
annual prices per pound have been recorded as being paid by consumers for 
peanut butter since 1953: 


Cente Cents 
civ atetnel ecqinpnpbebebaieest NN i aS i inc ca gen igh eahaecitambenmsiniinn 53. 6 
Di cernesktecntmialinanendicciaiasineets RII IE sarin ita factors gesed mereren nia 53. 6 
cacti asia calcite aietaamaaeeb pai 54. 4] 1986 (Jan. to Apr.) ..4....400.---2 54.2 

Since 1953 the national average support price for peanuts has been: 

ee icteheahgsnret stint eaten epmeicgi I BN cobb ctcencrarnmcnphtipcimmmnmy $227. 04 
Be ariciieinhneksicadgesdieramaceciunseicn elon BE FE ect eaenasteninakoces 221. 40 
Satta tole ecctcineintntin ESO TF eka tteacsknsicintnaneb is +213. 20 


2Tentatively announced. 


The foregoing figures indicate that in 1954 the consumer paid for a pound of 
peanut butter 396 percent of the support price per pound of farmers stock pea- 
nuts. In 1957, the consumer paid for a pound of peanut butter 484 percent of 
the support price to growers of a pound of farmers stock peanuts. 

Certainly the official figures from the Bureau of Labor Statistics do not substan- 
tiate the statement nor impression made by Mr. Pace on May 27. 
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Mr. Duncan, president of the Georgia Farm Bureau Federation, stated there 
was only one producer from Georgia at the Atlanta meeting. 

The minutes show there were nine representatives of Georgia growers at the 
meeting held in Atlanta November 18 and 19. They were as follows: H. L. Win- 
gate, immediate past president of the Georgia Farm Bureau Federation, H. B. 
Wilson, chairman of the peanut committee of the Georgia Farm Bureau, Bobby 
J. Locke, Georgia Farm Bureau, M. E. McDowell, Georgia Farm Bureau, Charles 
Shirley, Georgia Farm Bureau, D. H. Hardin, manager, GFA, J. D. Gardner, 
counsel for GFA., R. L. Mauldin, a director in GFA, and Elmer Faulk, a director 
in GFA. There were more representatives from the State of Georgia than from 
any other peanut State. 

Prior to the meeting, Mr. H. H. Knowles, of Headland, Ala., president of the 
Alabama Peanut Producers Association, vice president of the Alabama Farm 
Bureau Federation and a director in GFA, had been contacted and requested 
to assume the responsibility for selecting and notifying the grower representation 
in the Southeast. Mr. Knowles very kindly agreed to assume this responsibility 
and the minutes show there was excellent grower representation from the South- 
east in attendance. 

Mr. Turner stated that in the salted trade there had been a reduction in the 
consumption of peanuts. 

The USDA publication, Peanut Stocks and Processing of May 23, 1958, shows 
that for the season through April 30, 1958, there have been 132 million pounds of 
peanuts used for salting compared to 125 million pounds during the same period 
a year earlier. . 

Mr. Turner stated: “They have researched themselves into an awful predica- 
ment by producing a greater percentage of Extra Large peanuts that there isn’t 
a market for, and today the Commodity Credit Corporation is outlawing it.” 

It is true we have made strides in producing extra large kernels in the Vir- 
ginia-Carolina area and it appears we are in a position to produce adequate 
Extra Large to supply or reasonably supply the demands of the trade with any- 
where near normal growing conditions. However, the statement, “the Commodity 
Credit Corporation is outlawing it” is totally without any foundation whatsoever. 
The Commodity Credit Corporation, at the request of growers and others inter- 
ested in the industry in our area has lowered the support price to 50 percent 
of parity on a particular variety of peanut which has a number of undesirable 
characteristics and it was not felt wise to do other than discourage the pro- 
duction of that particular variety. Similar action was taken several years ago 
with reference to florispan, a variety developed in the Southeast. However, to 
leave the impression that Commodity Credit Corporation is outlawing the pro- 
duction of Extra Large is fantastic. 

Mr. Stephen Pace went into considerable detail and consumed much time in 
pointing out to the committee that the provision in H. R. 12566 dealing with 
setting the marketing quota at a figure which would produce 105 percent of a 
normal supply of peanuts. Mr. Pace went through considerable arithmetic 
and came up with the conclusion that the provision would result in the produc- 
tion of only 618,000 tons of peanuts and would be 59,000 tons short of actual 
needed requirements. 

In an analysis of the present law, the Abbitt bill and Burleson bill, the Oils 
and Peanut Division of the Department of Agriculture interpreted the Abbitt bill 
to produce a quota of 714,000 tons and result in a total supply of 864,000 tons 
of peanuts. 

I am anxious for the record to show that according to the interpretations of 
the Department of Agriculture this particular provision of H. R. 12566 would 
have a quite different effect than Mr. Pace pictured to the committee. Attached 
heretu is a comparison of present and proposed legislation as worked out by 
the Oils and Peanut Division on June 2, 1958, and I ask that this be included 
as a part of the record. 


Mr. Poage. I would like to ask Mr. Rawlings what his views are 
about this matter of a differential in tolerance of foreign matter in 
various types of peanuts. 

Mr. Rawuines. Our people feel very strongly that it should be the 


same. 
Mr. Poaan. So do we. 
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The other one is, of course, do you feel that the same type and grade 
of peanut should have the same support in various sections of the 
country ¢ 

Mr. Rawutnes. Yes, sir, on assignment to a kernel basis. Of course, 
in the Virginia type and Valencia, we understand there would be a 
reasonable premium for the extra large and extra premium for the 
Valencia type. 

Mr. Poace. We agree with that completely. 

Mr. Rawutes. We are in complete agreement with the position of 
the Southwest, as we understand, on that matter. 

Mr. Poage. Thank you. 

Mr. Assirr. I would like to just ask this question, Mr. Rawlings. 
You have probably been in this game much longer than I have. Did 
that differential originate in the Department? It was not by legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. Rawutines. I understand the legislation, it is permissive legis- 
lation which permits the Department to establish differentials, but it 
is not mandatory that we have to do it. 

Mr. Azsrrr. How long have our boys been working on this, trying 
some way, somehow, to get some relief ¢ 

Mr. Rawinos. Since approximately 1950. 

Mr. Aserrr. And so far we have gotten nowhere on administrative 
relief. 

Mr. Rawirnes. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Assirr. That is all. 

Mr. Poacre. Am I not correct in saying that the only explanation 
that has ever been offered for that differential was the one offered by 
Mr. Pace the other day, in which he said that a great many years ago 
that there was a substantial difference in the methods of harvesting, 
but that those differences no longer exist, and there was no physical 
difference between peanuts, but that the Department continued the 
differential in price support ? 

Mr. Rawurnes. Yes. That was is substance the explanation Mr. 
Pace made. As I gather the testimony by Mr. Pace and Mr. Turner 
on it, they had no objection to what they are talking about. 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Turner said in so many words twice that he had no 
objection and felt it was perfectly proper that we do it. 

Mr. Rawurnes. I think the record is very clear on that, sir. 

Mr. Poaer. Thank you. 

Mr. McMitran. Thank you, Mr. Rawlings. 

Mr. Marcus Braswell, do you care to make another statement ? 

Mr. Braswetu. No, sir; I am here today in the absence of Mr. 
Sugg who is ill in the hospital. We would concur in the statement 
which Mr. Rawlings is going to file to correct some of the misinter- 
pretations which occurred. 

Mr. Poace. Would you agree also with Mr. Rawlings in the matter 
of establishing one differential for foreign matter in all types of 
peanuts ? 

Mr. Braswet. Basically, yes, sir. I would make the same reser- 
vation he made: that on the Valencias and the extra large Virginias, 
that we would have a premium. 

Mr. Poace. Thank you; we agree with you. Well, that goes to the 
price support. I was talking primarily on the matter of how much 
foreign matter you could put in peanuts and call them No. 1’s? 
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Mr. Braswety. Iam with Mr. Rawlings on that. 

Mr. McMran. Thank you, Mr. Braswell. 

Mr. Barton Scott, would you care to make a statement at this 
time? Mr. Scott, will you give the reporter your name and capacity. 


STATEMENT OF BARTON SCOTT, PRESIDENT, CADDO COUNTY 
PEANUT GROWERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Scorr. I represent myself and an organization. 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Congress, | am Barton Scott, 
farmer. The only occupation I have is a farmer and peanut grower 
of Caddo County, Okla. I am also the president of the Caddo 
County Peanut Growers Association. In that area we have some 
1,638 members at the present time. These members produce about 
25,000 tons of peanuts. I am also a member of the board of directors 
of the Southwestern Peanut Growers Association, serving the entire 
southwest area. 

We would like to go on record as supporting H. R. 12545, known 
as the Burleson bill to us in that southwest area. There are certain 
phases of that particular bill that we are particularly interested in. 

First is the self-help phase of this peanut bill, which would place 
peanuts, in our opinion, on firm ground against opponents of the 
present price-support program. 

Second is the promotion angle of this bill which would help pro- 
mote and expand the markets for all peanuts, including our South- 
west Spanish. 

And third and most important, correct parity aspects of the present 
peanut program on this price differential, and other tolerances. 

And four, the provision for acreage increase for underharvesting 
of peanuts due to weather conditions in our Southwest area. 

Due to this particular thing on this No. 4, the weather conditions, 
underharvested acreage, for the past 5-year average, our area has 
harvested only 79 percent of their allocated acreage or allotment. 
This was in comparison with the other two areas—the southeast area 
at 94.3, and Virginia-Carolina at 101.9. 

We feel that we are entitled to plant sufficient acreage there until 
we can harvest an allotment which will place our peanut growers in 
a better economic and financial situation up there. 

I might say, getting back to this price differential thing, that 2 
years ago I was asked by our growers in that area and came up here 
at our expense to work on this thing. We made some contacts on it, 
and at that time we were assured that progress was being made to 
eliminate this situation. 

This is the third time I have been in Washington on this as an 
individual and representative of growers, and we certainly believe 
that this bill, H. R. 2541, the Burleson bill, would certainly help 
alleviate this situation. 

I thank you very much. 

Mr. McMitzan. Do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Arsert. I do not believe I have any questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McMui1ran. I think the committee is at this time a little dis- 
turbed as to whether to bring this bill up now in connection with 
the overall farm bill, or deal with it as a private bill. And I wonder 
if you would like to express your opinion on that question ? 
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Mr. Scorr. Well, I am not an expert on legislation at all. I ver- 
tainly would go along with the thinking of this committee as to when 
would be the proper time to bring this bill out. But we are looking 
forward to legislation soon to alleviate part of these unfair condi- 
tions, as we see them, in that area. 

Mr. McMuzan. Mr. Grant, do you care to ask any questions! 

Mr. Grant. No. 

Mr. McMiuttan. Thank you. 

Mr, Sydney Reagan, do you care to make an additional statement 
today ¢ 


STATEMENT OF SYDNEY REAGAN, GENERAL COUNSEL, SOUTHWEST 
PEANUT SHELLERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Reagan. Yes, sir; I would appreciate an opportunity to make 
an additional statement, sir. 

I am Sydney Reagan, general counsel of the Southwest Peanut 
Shellers Association. 

I would like to take this opportunity to comment on statements—— 

Mr. McMiuan. Excuse me. Mr. Burleson, would you care to 
reintroduce this gentleman ? 

Mr. Burizson. No, sir,Mr.Chairman. Thank you very much. He 
is well known here. 

Mr. Reean. I wish to take this opportunity to comment on state- 
ments that were made before this committee at the hearing on May 27. 
These specific statements that I refer to were made by Mr. Luther 
Turner representing the southeast area where runner peanuts are 
produced. 

Mr. Turner, at least on three different times in his statement, stated 
that the differences in the support price between runner peanuts pro- 
duced in the Southeast and weet peanuts produced in the South- 
west was only 50 cents a ton on the same grade of farmer stock peanuts. 

In other words, Mr. Turner was arguing that runner peanuts pro- 
duced in the Southeast had little advantage in being marketed, since 
they were supported at only 50 cents a ton less than Spanish peanuts 
produced in the Southwest. 

I would like to set the record straight as to the actual advantage 
that Southeast runner peanuts enjoy over Southwest Spanish peanuts 
as a result of price support differentials. 

The price support on a ton of Southeast runner peanuts is between 
$5 and $6 below the price support on a ton of Southwest Spanish 
pereiate of the identical grade—not 50 cents a ton, as testified by 

r. Turner. 

The support program for last year, which is the last year for which 
we have the details of the support program, provided for a support of 
$3.06 per each 1 percent sound, mature kernels, in a ton of farmers 
stock runner a compared with a support of $3.14 per each 1 

reent sound mature kernels in a ton of farmers stock Southwest 


panish peanuts. 

Now, if we assume that a typical ton of peanuts contains 65 percent 
sound mature kernels, we have a difference in support price between 
the 2 types of peanuts of $5.20. This figure is obtained by multiplying 
the difference of 8 cents per each 1 percent sound mature kernels by 
the 65 percent of sound mature kernels in the ton of peanuts. 
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Now, I feel sure that Mr. Turner was misinformed about these 
differentials, but we do feel that it is essential that the record be set 
straight on this matter. 

The Southwest area was delighted when Mr. Turner, representing 
the Southeast area, reportedly stated at the hearing on May 27 that 
he was willing, and apparently anxious, to wipe out the present ad- 
vantages enjoyed by Southeast runners over Southwest Spanish, b 
having uniform support prices for the same grade of farmers s 
peanuts. 

I trust that the Department of Agrictulture will bring about this 
uniformity, since the Southeast area is supporting such uniformity, 
and ‘since the Department of Agriculture has, at the present time, 
administrative authority to bring about uniformity. 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Regan, for what reason do you believe the Depart- 
ment is going to do that ? 

Mr. Reagan. Well, I will confess that is putting a lot of trust. But 
it seems to me that here you have 2 areas that heretofore have been 
in disagreement, and here you have a representative, a spokesman, of 
1 of the areas appearing before this committee and saying, in effect, 
that they agree with what we have been trying to get done 
administratively. 

Mr. Poage. I hope you are right. But I think it is going to take 
legislation to get it done. 

Mr. Grant. Pardon me. Let me ask you a question. Who is Mr. 
Turner ? 

Mr. Reacan. Mr. Turner—let us see—he is connected with the Gold- 
Kist Peanut Co. He is on the—I am just trying to recall the designa- 
tions he gave at the hearing. He is on the board of directors of the 
Southeastern Peanut Association. And he also, I believe, has a sepa- 
rate peanut company of his own. 

Mr. Grant. Do you know who authorized him to speak for the 
Southeast? You say the Department should go ahead and put it 
= pene the representative from the Southeast has stated that should 

e done. 

Mr. Reacan. Well, Mr. Pace was speaking for the Southeast, speak- 
ing for both growers and shellers. And Mr. Turner was accompanying 
Mr. Pace. And Mr. Pace, at the hearing, as I recall, turned to Mr. 
Turner on a line of questioning, and turned it over to him. So I pre- 
sume he was not speaking as an indivadual before this committee, but 
as a representative. 

Mr. Grant. Do you know who Mr. Pace represents? 

Mr. Reagan. Well, he said at this hearing that he represented the 
growers and the shellers in the Southeast. 

Mr. Grant. I just wanted the record to show that. 

Mr. Assirr. Then I believe Mr. Turner gave the inference that Mr. 
Pace was speaking for them, that they were more or less 

Mr. Poage. That Pace was working for him. 

Mr. Assirr. That Pace was working for him, and that he could 
more or less indicate what Mr. Pace was saying along that line. Is 
that not the inference ? 

Mr. Reagan. That is correct. That is my recollection of the hearing. 

Mr. Anprrr. Here were the Southeast growers, the Southeast 
Shellers, and here were the people from the Southwest, both the 
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shellers and growers, and here were the people from the Virginia- 
Carolina area, all seeking the same objective, to get relief from this 
differential and the difference in the damages and so forth. 

Was that not your idea? And that the only person now that stood 
between us and justice was the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Reacan. That was the impression left, sir. 

Mr. Atsert. Have you ever understood the reasoning of the De- 
partment of Agriculture in this matter ? 

Mr. Reagan. I think many, many years ago it was based on some 
quality differences between the peanuts. I think that quality difference 
no longer exists. 

Mr. Poacr. Do you have any explanation or any reasonable ex- 
planation at all for allowing No. 1 runners to contain twice as much 
foreign matter as No. 1 Spanish ? 

Mr. Reacan. I do not, sir. 

Mr. Poacr. Has anybody ever offered you an explanation, even a 
bad one ¢ 

Mr. Reacan. Well, the best explanation I have had is it takes time to 
bring about these adjustments. 

Mr. Poacr. And Mr. Rawlings just testified we started 8 years ago 
with the Department, and you still think the Department is going to 
correct it. I donot. I think Congress is going to have to act. And 
if we do not act, I am in favor of letting the act go. I am not in favor 
of continuing a program that has in it such manifest injustice. 

Mr. Atzert. That is what the Department wants. 

Mr. Poacr. Maybe so. 

Mr. McMittan. We will hear from the Department a little later, so 
we can ask them that question. 

Mr. Reagan. Right along that point—and I want to close on this—at 
this same hearing, the Southwest was delighted for Mr. Turner to, in 
his testimony, support uniform United States grade standards on 
shelled peanuts. Let me phrase it this way: We hope that the De- 
partment will act on this. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Mitzan. Thank you, Mr. Reagan. 

Mr. Grant. Let me ask just one thing. Are you testifying in favor 
of all the sections of this bill, or just that one particular item you were 
talking about? 

Mr. Reagan. I am testifying in favor of all of the sections of the 
Burleson bill. 

Mr. McMiiuan. He testified when we had the previous hearing and 
wanted to make some corrections. 

Mr. Grant. Are you testifying in favor of this 15-man Board ? 

Mr. Reagan. Yes, sir. I believe both the Abbitt bill and the Burle- 
son bill provide for this Advisory Board. And our group favors 
that. 

Mr. Grant. How much is it going to cost the peanut growers, the 
man that is producing peanuts, to pay for this advice? 

Mr. Reagan. Well, as I recall, the members of that Board will be 
receiving their actual expenses when they come to Washington, and I 
believe it is $10 a day. And I doubt if they would meet very fre- 
quently, although I would hope that they would see fit to meet several 
times a year. 





| 
| 
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Mr. Grant. How much will the man that grows the peanuts be 
taxed? How much would he have to pay under this bill, in addition 
to what he now pays? 

Mr. Reacan. The costs of the losses on the price-support program 
would be borne by the growers, by a deduction that would be made 
from the price they received in the market. 

In other words, the growers would be bearing the cost of the price- 
support program. It would be removed from ‘the t taxpayer. 

r. Grant. It changes the whole system that we have today. 

Mr. Reacan. That is right, sir, in this respect, that it shifts the costs 
of the support program. The feeling in our area—and this is held 
by both growers and shellers—is that the price support program is 
vulnerable because of the losses that have been sustained, and that 
right at the moment the price-support program is not under attack. So 
that now is a good time to bring about certain changes in the pro- 
gram which we feel will make it attackproof, because twice in the 
last several years we have seen quick attacks made on the peanut pro- 
gram and seen them almost succeed. And we do not want to see that 
succeed. 

Mr. Grant. Do you suggest the same program for milk and cotton 
and wheat and everything else that is grown ? 

Mr. Reacan. Well, sir, I frankly have not studied those other com- 
modities. In studying the peanut program, though, it seemed peculi- 
arly suitable for this type of program, because we do have a ready 
dievrsion market, in that we can divert the peanuts into crushing at 
one-half their value for edible use. 

Mr. Grant. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. McMirtan. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Assitr. Mr. Chairman, certain officials of the Virginia-Carolina 
Peanut Association were not able to get here today. And I ask 
unanimous consent that such officials from that association that desire 
may have leave to file at a later date a statement as to their feelings 
about this matter. And I would like the record to show that the 
Virginia-Carolina Peanut Association as of now is opposed to the bill 
in its present form. 

Mr. McMitzan. Thank you. 





STATEMENT OF LOUIS A. GRAVELLE, ON BEHALF OF THE PEANUT 
& NUT SALTERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. McMitzan. Mr. T. Earl Bourne, of the Peanut & Nut Salters 
Association. 

Mr. Bourne. I think Mr. Gravelle will make the statement for our 
association, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Gravette. Mr. Chairman, I have a very, very short statement 
to make. 

Mr. McMii1an. Give the reporter your name and title, please. 

Mr. Gravettr. My name is Louis A. Gravelle, attorney for the Pea- 
nut & Nut Salters Association. 

The Peanut & Nut Salters Association is a nonprofit trade associa- 
tion composed of 24 active and 45 associate members. The active 
members purchase raw nuts, including peanuts, for processing—that 
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is, cooking and salting—for ultimate sale to the consuming ee. 

The members of this association purchase in large quantities, and it has 

been estimated that the association annually purchases at least 75 

a of the total production of the extra large and medium type 
irginia shelled peanuts. 

The ePanut & Nut Salters Association is opposed to any legislation 
that will reduce peanut acreage, and thus reduce the supply of avail- 
able peanuts. 

Our only worry is the question of any possible reduction in peanuts. 
The growers grow them; the shellers shell them. We process them 
and sell them to the consuming public. 

During the last few years, we have had several problems. One 
was some relief from the Tariff Commission, imports on peanuts. I 
think peanuts today are in rather short supply. And our purpose in 
coming here is to tell you that we would hate to see any legislation 
that would cut down the supply for the consuming public. 

Other than that, we do not desire to go into the technicalities of the 
two bills. 

Mr. McMirian. Any questions? 

Mr. Assrrr. Mr. Gravelle, as I understand it, section 2 of the bill— 
and that is on page 2—does amend the minimum acreage allotment 
clause of the present law. 

Do I understand you to say that if that section were eliminated, that 
your association, as of now, would have no objection to the bill? 

Mr. Gravette. I would rather put it this way. I think you have 
some rather technical legislation that is being proposed. I was in 
hopes that the Department of Agriculture would have gone on first 
this afternoon, so we could have had detailed information as to what, 
in their opinion, this bill would do or would not do. And in the 
absence of any information in that connection, we would much prefer 
to just tell the Congress that we don’t want you to cut down acreages, 
because we sell more peanuts if they are available. 

Mr. Apsrrr. I can well understand your not wanting to go into the 
technicalities. I wouldn’t want to myself, unless the Department 
made a statement. 

Mr. Gravette. Yes. We were in hopes that the Department repre- 
sentatives would testify first. 

Mr. Assirr. But what you are mainly concerned with now is that 
section that deals with more or less modifying and doing away with 
the minimum-acreage allotment, as guaranteed—1,160,100. 

Mr. Gravette. That is right. 

Mr. Azsrrr. I might, for your information, say that a number of 
people have expressed to me the same feeling, and I think it is gen- 
erally understood, among the people interested in this particular legis- 
lation—certainly those I have talked to—that if the bill were reported 
out, that provision would not be in it. 

So far as I am concerned, I can speak for nobody else but myself, 
and don’t pretend to. So far as I am concerned, that section is not 
necessary to the legislation. And I think the main reason it was put 
in there was, I understood, the Department had been harping on the 
fact that they could not get a good program so long as we had a 
guaranteed minimum, that they couldn’t handle it or do anything 
about it. 
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But as far as I am concerned, I think that that provision should 
come out. And I feel as far as I can speak, that it will come out 
before 

Mr. Gravetis. And that provision to reduce the acreage. 

Mr. Assirr. It doesn’t reduce the acreage. It is merely discre- 
tionary, and lets the Department say what the acreage need is to meet 
the needs and demands of the trade, and they can’t lower it more than 
5 percent in any one year. 

But it does give the Department a discretion. It does not reduce 
it itself, but gives the Department the discretion to lower the minimum 
acreage as much as 5 percent. 

That is the section I am talking about. It is section No. 2 of the 
bill, on page 2. And as far as I am concerned, it will certainly come 
out of the bill before it goes out of here. 

Mr. Ausert. I might say that section was put in when the peanut 
law was first passed, with an understanding, if I remember the legis- 
lative history correctly, that it would remain there. And it was 
agreed on as a permanent base for peanuts—1,610,000 acres. I think 
we should go slow about knocking out that provision. 

Mr. Poacr. The Burleson bill provides they cannot go any lower, 
doesn’t it? 

Mr. Apert. No, it is the same. 

Your position here is, you are opposing that section and you are 
reserving all comment on the rest of the bill ¢ 

Mr. GRAvELLE. We are opposing any reduction in acreage. You 
furnish the peanuts, and we will sell them for you. 

Mr. McMituan. Thank you very much, Mr. Gravelle. 

Mr. James E. Mack, National Confectioners Association. 





STATEMENT OF JAMES E. MACK, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL 
CONFECTIONERS ASSOCIATION, THE PEANUT BUTTER MANU- 
FACTURERS ASSOCIATION, AND THE PEANUT BUTTER SANDWICH 
AND COOKIE MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, I am James E. Mack. I am an attorney 
here in Washington, and I appear for the National Confectioners 
Association, the Peanut Butter Manufacturers Association and the 
Peanut Butter Sandwich & Cookie Manufacturers Association. 

The members of the National Confectioners Association are candy 
manufacturers, and the usage of peanuts in the manufacture of candy 
is approximately 22 percent of total usage. Peanut butter manu- 
facturers and peanut butter sandwich and cookie manufacturers use 
slightly in excess of 50 percent. 

We have been pleased that our industries have been using increased 
amounts of peanuts consistently now for a number of months. We 
want to see that continue. It is not back to anywhere near where it 
was at one time. But we feel that the increase may be attributed to 
the lessening of the sphere of Government influence over the entire 
peanut producing and marketing operation. These bills would in- 
crease, rather than further lessen, the sphere of Government influence 
over the industry. Therefore we cannot support these bills. 

Mr. Apert. What do you mean by “a lessening of Government 
influence”? I have not seen any lessening of it. It seems to me 
it is just like it has always been. 
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Mr. Mack. Well, since we have had the present price support pro- 
gram in operation, which I believe you don’t favor, Congressman— 
the flexible price support system, and the transition to modernized 
parity, we have been continually using more peanuts. 

Mr. Avzert. It is not a question of less control. It is just a question 
of lower prices. 

Mr. Mack. Well, there is more freedom in the market place. We 
want. to see that continue. The usage of peanuts in peanut butter is 
going up very substantially now. 

Mr. Poacr. How low do you think the price of peanuts should go? 

Mr. Mack. It should not be controlled by the Government, sir. 

Mr. Poace. That is not what I asked you. I asked how low do 
you think it should go. 

Mr. Mack. I don’t know how to answer your question, because 
many factors 

Mr. Poace. Should it go down to $150 a ton? 

Mr. Mack. It would depend entirely on marketing conditions. 

Mr. Poace. I am talking under present conditions. 

Mr. Mack. I certainly am not here to advocate 

Mr. Poace. You have just told us it was a great and happy thing 
that the price of peanuts dropped, haven’t you ¢ 

Mr. Mack. Well, we feel there is more freedom in the market place. 

Mr. Poage. I asked you about the price of peanuts, and you told us 
you were very happy over the lowered price of peanuts, didn’t you? 
You used that language. 

Mr. Mack. We didn’t say that, sir. We said we think when there 
is less control, we can increase our usage. 

Mr. Poace. Control doesn’t mean a thing in the world unless you 
accept it as reflecting price. 

Mr. Mack. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poage. Now. 

Mr. Mack. We can do better with more freedom. 

Mr. Poacr. How? 

Mr. Mack. I think we have demonstrated it. 

Mr. Poace. You have not demonstrated anything. You have had 
a change in price. I am asking you wherein control of peanut grow- 
ing affects you in the least, except as reflected in price? 

Mr. Mack. Well, there is supply, too, Congressman. And when 
you go out and promote a national brand, you go into substantial 
advertising and promotion. When you are not sure of your supply, 
you hesitate in promoting the item. 

Mr. Poage. There hasn’t been any change in the supply, has there, 
because the allotment has remained exactly the same, hasn’t it ? 

Mr. Mack. We are not sure each year what the supply is going to be, 
Congressman. 

Mr. Poace. Of course you are not sure. And you never would be 
sure. But there has been nothing to change the supply, has there? 

Mr. Mack. But when the control over production is so tight, we have 
seen years in which the supply was very short. And so we always 
have that question of promotion of the brand item, not knowing the 
availability of the raw material. 

Mr. Poace. Now, the gentleman who just preceded you said the 
supply was rather tight right now, didn’t he? 
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Mr. Mack. It is tighter than we would like. 

Mr. Poacs. All right. And yet you are doing pretty well right now, 
aren’t you? You are using more than usual. 

Mr. Mack. Weare having more freedom in the market. 

Mr. Poace. As a amatter of fact, you are getting peanuts for less 
money than you were getting them before. 

Mr. Mack. Well, I think the price fluctuated quite a bit in recent 
months. 

Mr. Poace. Dropped 

Mr. MatrHews. ft t the price has dropped to the peanut farmer, 
has the price of your product to the consumer dropped any, Mr. 
Mack ? 

Mr. Mack. There are many items that go into the cost of the produc- 
tion of a finished product. Concerning most of them we are not con- 
trolled to the extent we are in the raw material of peanuts. And Ido 
not have actual cost sheets. But I can say this. For instance, in 
peanut butter, when you place it on the shelf in a supermarket, in a 
glass jar, and the housewife goes down with her basket, she has the 
youngsters with her. They all like peanut butter, and she wants to 
buy it. And she does buy it. 

Now, the question is how much does she buy. Does she buy just 
enough to pacify those children, because it is a natural favorite with 
the youngsters. Or does she buy all that she wants. 

When peanut butter must compete with other commodities, agricul- 
tural commodiites, which become manufactured products, like pre- 
serves, that do sell for less, we feel that there is considerable lost in 
sales because of that situation. 

You have free market items in some commodities, and controlled 
market in peanuts. 

Mr. Matruews. I don’t believe I made myself clear. 

Mr. Poace. You made yourself clear, but he didn’t want to answer. 

Mr. Marruews. It looks like the less the farmer gets, it just looks 
like that price never reflects itself in a cheaper price to the consumer. 

I remember 1 day on the floor we had a delightful colleague who said, 
“Oh, if we didn’t have a price support on peanuts, my children could 
buy peanut candy bars cheaper.” I checked and the best of my infor- 
mation is that the peanuts that went into the candy bar was one-half of 
a cent. In other words, I didn’t think the price support on peanuts 
had a thing in the world ‘to do— 

Mr. Mack. I shall be pleased to talk about both candy and peanut 
butter. 

Mr. Matruews. My question was, I think the evidence here is that 
peanut farmers have been getting less. Now, is your price to the 
consumer any less as a result of the lowered price the peanut farmers 
are getting. 

Mr. Mack. Now, you mentioned candy. The popular price of 
the candy bar is a nickel. But the question is what do you give 
the customer for a nickel ? 

The larger the size of the bar, and the more peanuts: that are 
contained in it, the more you can sell. A youngster goes in there with 
a nickel, There are a lot of things he wants to ‘look over. And which 
bars will he buy. He might buy a bag of jellybeans. He is going to 
get the most he can for his nickel. 
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Mr. Poace. Have you made the peanut bars any larger because of 
the drop in the price of peanuts ¢ 

Mr. Macx. There are more peanuts in the bar. 

Mr. Marruews. It looks to me like the peanuts we get in these little 
packages get less and less every time. 

Mr. Mack. Congressman, we have heard that for a long time. And 
if they were continuing to become less and less there wouldn’t be 
any by now. 

Mr. Atserr. What would you say about the elimination of the 
national minimum acreage 4 

Mr. Mack. We do not favor reducing the available supply of pea- 
nuts. We want to sell more peanuts. We think that the farmers’ 
interest lies not so much in the price per ton, but in the net, the eventual 
net, that he makes himself. And we think that in the long run he will 
earn more money and have more money in his pocket if there is more 
freedom in the program, so he can sell more. And we think that the 
turn is coming. We are pleased with the way things are beginning 
to move. 

Mr. Axpert. Of course the history of that is they were selling them 
for about 50 cents a bushel when they had all the freedom they wanted. 

Mr. Mack. Well, that was in 1933, and your banks all failed and 
everything else went broke then. And most of your industries that 
were broke then are doing pretty well today. 

Mr. Atserr. We didn’t have all these built-in backstops at that time 
on either agriculture or many other things. 

Mr. Mack. Well, you do not have the controls on the other indus- 
tries that you have on peanuts today. And most of them are doing very 
well today. 

Mr. Poace. That still brings me right back to the question I asked 
you and you have not answered it yet. At what price should peanuts 
sell today ? 

Mr. Mack. Congressman, I am not a grower, not a sheller, I am 
not a manufacturer, and I am not a price expert. And it is not en- 
tirely a question of price. It is a question of availability of supply. I 
am not trying to be evasive, but I cannot tell you, and in fact it 
would not be my function as a trade association spokesman, to tell 
you what I think a price should be. 

Mr. Poace. I understand full well it is not your function to. They 
didn’t pay you to come down here and tell us that, because they don’t 
want us told. But you volunteered as a witness, and I think it is up 
to you to answer the questions. 

Do you think $200 a ton is too much for peanuts ? 

Mr. Mack. You can ask me $300 for that matter. And I am just 
not a price expert. We think that the announcement of the Depart- 
ment this year of the level of support is reasonable under the 
conditions. 

Mr. Poace. You think the present price is about what it ought to be? 

Mr. Mack. We think the Seadeae has done an excellent job. 


Mr. Poace. Then, do you think he should not reduce the support 
next year? 

Mr. Mack. Well, you have a law on it, Congressman, which we 
think is a much better law than we had before. I know you don’t 
agree with that, sir. 
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Mr. Poacer. The law, though, doesn’t say he has to reduce them 
to 75 percent of parity. 

Mr. Mack. It allows certain discretion, depending on the supply 
percentage, and we have faith that he will continue to do a good job. 

Mr. Poace. Well, you are being just as evasive as most any wit- 
ness ever could be. You tell us in one breadth you don’t want to be 
evasive, and then you do an excellent job evading. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you, sir, for the compliment. Congressman, 
with all due respect, Iam nota priceman. Ido think 

Mr. Poace. You think it is a good thing that they have gone down. 

Mr. Mack. Well, at times they go up, when they are in short sup- 

oly 
Mr. Poace. You think it has been fine that peanuts have gone down 
now, don’t you? 

Mr. Mack. Well, they really have not gone down much. 

Mr. Poace. They haven’t? You just told us how much virtue 
there was to this drop in support. 

Mr. Mack. I said to more freedom in the market. That was your 
interpretation of it. 

Mr. Poags. Do you suggest it is an unfair interpretation ? 

Mr. Mack. We say that as long as there is more freedom in pro- 
duction and marketing 

Mr. Poaces. I understood you the first time you said that which 
was about 18 times ago. 

Now, do you think I was unfair when I interpreted your statement? 

Mr. Mack. Wait a minute. I am not sure I understand. What is 
your interpretation ? 

Mr. Poace. I said that you were in effect saying it was a good thing 
that the price of peanuts had gone down. Is that a fair statement? 

Mr. Mack. We have felt they were too high in price. 

Mr. Poage. All right. Isn’t that saying it 1s a good thing they 
went down in price? 

Mr. Mack. We feel we can do a better job and have been doing 
a better job since the flexible price support system and the transition 
to modernized parity has been taking place. 

Mr. Poace. Now that you have made your speech for your associa- 
tion, will you answer my question ? 

Mr. Mack. I can’t answer it any better than I have, Congressman. 

Mr. McMuuan. Mr. Poage, I think we can get on with the Depart- 
ment here. I don’t believe Mr. Mack can answer your question. 

Mr. Azsirr. May I ask a question about the peanut butter situation ? 

First, I gather one of your objections to the bill is you are of the 
impression that this bill would reduce national acreage allotment. 

, Mr. Mack. That is one. But there are many other features in the 
ill. 

Mr. Assitr. Are you of the impression that this bill reduces the 
national acreage allotment ? 

Mr. Mack. It could reduce the minimum, I believe. 

Mr. Aspirt. As a matter of fact, all it does is give you a little more 
freedom in the operation of the program, doesn’t it? It permits the 
Secretary to do some reducing if he feels in his opinion under the 
circumstances- 
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Mr. Mack. We want to look to a situation where we can buy more 
peanuts. And we have been doing it. We have been buying more 
peanuts. 

Mr. Apert. Flexible on price but not flexible on the minimum 
acreage. 

Mr. Assitr. I am not fussing about that. I just want the people 
to understand that this bill itself does not reduce the acreage allot- 
ment. It merely permits the Secretary a little more freedom so he 
can reduce them or raise them. And I understood from you that 
you would prefer he would raise the acreage now. 

Mr. Mack. We think the Secretary is doing an excellent job in ad- 

ministering the law that he has, sir. 

Mr. Azssirr. Now, you talk about the peanut butter. I called the 
Labor Department and got the statistics since 1953. Peanut butter 
to the consumer in 1953 was 49 cents a pound; 1954, 49.3; 1955, 54.4; 
in 1956, 53.6; 1957, 53.6 a pound, and 1958, 54.2 a pound. So appar- 
ently the peanut butter has gone up practically every year since 1953. 

Mr. Mack. I think most items in the economy have, Congressman. 

Mr. Martruews. Except the prices the farmer gets. Excuse me. 

Mr. Mack. That is all right. I think it is good to throw that back, 
because there were many of us who felt that over a long period 
the price of peanuts was so high that it was responsible for the damage 
to the peanut industry. We believe that the big gain that peanuts 
acquired during Wor ld War II could have been held. 

For instance, the oleomargarine industry gained a great deal during 
World War II, because people were forced to use oleomargarine, but 
they have not lost this market—they have kept it. 

Now, we would like to see peanuts stay up there. And we are going 
backup. And we want to see it continue. 

Mr. Assirr. Just one other thing. You talk about this bill re- 
ducing the allotment. Did you know that people from the South- 
east say that this bill would increase the acreage in the Virginia- 
Carolina area ? 

Mr. Mack. Well, it is not only the allotments, Congressman. There 
are a lot of provisions in here which would increase the sphere of Gov- 
ernment influence over the whole peanut program—the advertising 
and promotion program. We do not look upon those as desirable gov- 
ernmental functions. 

Mr. Assirr. Thankyou. That isall. 

Mr. McMitian. Thank you, Mr. Mack. Glad to have you with us. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you. 

Mr. McMirian. We have Mr. Miller and Mr. Thigpen from the 
Department of Agriculture with us, and we would like to hear from 
them at this time. 

We have a letter from the Department here, if any of the members 
care to read it. 

Mr. Miuuer. We have copies of the letter being circulated, Mr. 
Chairman, along with the statement that I shall read. 

Mr. McMirian. Mr. Miller, you may proceed at any time you 
care to. 
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STATEMENT OF CLARENCE MILLER, ADMINISTRATOR, COMMODITY 
STABILIZATION SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE; ACCOMPANIED BY JAMES E. THIGPEN, UNITED 
STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Minter. Mr. Chairman, I would like to apologize for not being 
able to come at the appointed time. 

Mr. McMitian. We understand one of the other committees had you 
tied up. That is perfectly all right. 

Mr. Miner. We appreciate the opportunity to express our position 
with respect to H. R. 12566 and H. R. 12545. 

The Department is appreciative of the effort the growers have made 
to develop improved legislation for peanuts. However, the Depart- 
ment is opposed to both of these bills. 

During the 1956-57 marketing year the consumption of peanuts 
inereased about 8 percent. So far during the 1957-58 marketing year 
another increase of 8 percent has been recorded. 

We believe this increase in consumption of peanuts is associated 
with somewhat more moderate prices, an adequate supply and vigorous 
advertising and sales efforts by manufacturers of peanut products. 

I would like to add also, Mr. Chairman, that we recognize the good 
job that the growers and the producer organizations have done toward 
securing an increase in the consumption of peanuts. 

We believe it is in the long-term interest to peanut growers to move 
in this direction. It is here that the administration proposal for 
discretion to determine the level of price support and to increase 
allotments seems to best come into focus. 

The bills under consideration tend to move in the opposite direction 
in that they would maintain high level support on an inflexible basis. 
They would increase and tighten rather than reduce and relax the 
restrictions and Government ‘regulations affecting the production and 
marketing of peanuts. Adoption of either of the : bills would establish 
provisions which would tend to stifle further growth in the industry. 
The rigid provisions of both bills are contrary to the Department’s 
recommendations with respect to price-support programs. 

Kither bill would produce major changes in the marketing quota 
acreage allotment and price-support legislation. Both bills provide 
for increasing the carryover percentage in the normal supply calcula- 
tion and for eliminating C ommodity Credit Corporation carryover 
in the supply percentage determination. The combination of these 
two provisions, both of which we strongly oppose, would tend to freeze 
the price support at 90 or 95 percent of parity. 

The concept of self-supporting price-support oper ations contained 
in both bills may have some merit, but the Department is opposed 
to such provisions if they must be accompanied by high price supports 
and rigid controls which would restrict the growth of the peanut 
industry. 

The provision in both bills for the use of funds for publicity and 
promotion of peanuts and peanut products is objectionable to the 
Department. These provisions would in effect place the Federal 
Government in the field of promotion of peanuts and peanut products, 
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and we do not feel that Federal Goverment functions should be 

expanded into this type of activity. We believe private trade can 
romote, advertise and sell peanuts far more effectively than the 
ederal Government. : 

H. R. 12566 would reduce the minimum acreage allotment bv 5 
percent. H. R. 12545 makes no provision for reduction in the mini- 
mum acreage allotment but instead provides for an increase in the 
acreage allotment to offset underharvesting. Under present condi- 
tions this would mean an increase in the acreage allotment from the 
current minimum of 1,610,000 acres to about 1,770,000 acres. 

Neither of the bills modifies the allotment and quota provisions to 
the extent deemed advisable by the Department in order to permit 
more freedom to growers and needed expansion of the industry. 

H. R. 12545 would change the present law relating to short supply 
determination. The proposed method would be a simplification of the 
present system but would be unworkable since it would apply on an 
area basis instead of by types. 

H. R. 12545 contains two provisions which are not closely related to 
the remainder of the bill. dine of these refers to the determination of 
price support by types. The rigidity which would result from the 
suggestion would be highly undesirable. Also the relationships of 
price which would be established by the proposal are subject to 
serious question. 

The second proposal provides that the Secretary shall not enter 
into any contracts with associations performing shelling operations 
where contracts are not available on the same basis to other shellers. 
The Department feels that this provision also places unnecessary 
restrictions on price-support operations. 

In summary, the Department strongly opposes both of these bills. 
We feel that rigidity of either bill would, if adopted, constitute a 
backward step for the peanut industry. 

Mr. McMiian. Do any of the members care to ask Mr. Miller 
any questions? 

Mr. Poage. I would like to ask Mr. Miller what he thinks about 
continuing the practice of allowing a greater degree of foreign matter 
in grade A runners than is allowed in grade A Spanish ? 

Mr. Miuurr. Congressman Poage, I would rather for Mr. Thigpen 
to answer these questions when we get into the technical aspects of 
discounts, premiums, and discounts for foreign matter in peanuts. 

Mr. McMuuan. Mr. Thigpen, do you care to answer that question ? 

Mr. Tricren. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Poage, the particular 
question relates to the shelled grade standards for peanuts, which 
are operated on a strictly voluntary basis, as a matter of service to 
people who sell shelled peanuts and people who buy shelled peanuts. 

I personally think that it makes little difference whether the shelled 
standards are operated as they are, whether they are andes as the 
Congressman suggests by his question—it makes little difference. I 
think it would be possible to develop shelled grade standards which 
would serve the industry better. 

Mr. Poace. It may not make much difference, but you have known 
it has been a sore spot for a long time, have you not? 

Mr. Tuicren. I understand the question and the view of the people 
in the Southwest on it, yes, Congressman. It is not my responsibility 
administratively. 
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Mr. Poage. No, but it is the Department’s. 

Mr. Tuicren. It is the Department’s, yes. 

Mr. Poace. And I am perfectly willing for Mr. Miller to pass the 
question to anybody he wants to. If you are not responsible, I would 
like to have somebody who is responsible tell me some good reason 
for allowing twice as much trash in No. 1 runner peanuts as in No. 1 
Spanish. I don’t care who gives me the answer. 

Mr. Tuicren. I will give an explanation which has been given, 
which I consider to be most logical. I wouldn’t attempt to defend 
the particular setup on shelled grade standards. They can be im- 
proved, probably. 

But as I understand, the way the grades have been set up thus 
far, there has been an effort to set grades which would let the bigger 
portion of the peanuts of each of the types move into the market 
within the grade divisions which have been No. 1, No. 2, and oil 
stock, with some variations. 

I realize the question which goes with the 1.5 percent damage 
allowance, the tolerance on runners, and three-quarters of 1 percent 
on Spanis sh, or Virginias. But the explanation which has been given 
for that variation is that in the case of runners, on the average, there 
are more peanuts which have what they call concealed damage— 
that is inside the kernel—which cannot be detected by observ ation 
with the eyes, when shelled peanuts go over a belt, or which cannot 
be detected by electric eyes 

Now, if a change were made to, say, well, the damage can only be 
one-half of 1 percent, then theoretically there could be no, or very 
few, so-called No. 1 runner peanuts. And it is that point which is 
a bone of contention. 

In the Spanish peanuts in the Southwest, in most years the dam- 
age can be brought to, say, three-quarters of 1 percent, by visual 
observation, use of electric eyes, because there is not so much of the 
concealed damage. Yet, the Southwest area people, the shellers in 
particular, feel that nonetheless, even though these 2 peanuts are in- 
herently different, there should not be 1 that is called a No. 1 peanut, 
that has 1.5 percent damage, whereas theirs only has three-quarters 
of 1 percent damage when it is called a No. 1. 

Mr. ALBERT. May I interrupt here a minute. Of course, the thing 
that causes the trouble is the market advantage that one gives the 
other. That is the whole story. Any Government policy that gives 
one section a break on the market over the other will always cause an 
uproar. 

Mr. Tuicren. Congressman, I appreciate the remark. And I 
would sincerely like to see the shelled grade standards so revised 
that they would, I believe, better serve the industry. 

Mr. Poace. Then may I ask Mr. Miller who is responsible for re- 
vising them ? 

Mr. Mixxer. It lies in the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Trigren. It is the Agricultural Marketing Service. But I 
think in all fairness that the peanut people themselves know more 
about this question than anyone else, the shellers. 

Mr. Poace. We have questioned a great many of them this after- 
noon, and there is not a one that has not said they know of one reason 
why we should not apply the same rule. Not one has testified this 
afternoon as to why there should be a different rule. 
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Now, if they know more about it than you do, and you don’t know 
why there should be any difference, and they say they don’t know 
why there should be any difference, then why in the world should 
there be a difference ? 

Mr. Tuigren. Congressman, I do not think personally—and I 
shouldn’t be talking on this, really—but I do not think personally 
that the No. 1 grade and the No. 2 grade, just a two-way break, 
would permit an adequate description of the peanuts which go to 
market—whether you made the damage one-quarter of 1 percent or 
3 percent. 

Mr. Poace. That may very well be true. But it is what Mr. Al- 
bert points out there, and I am sure you will agree—that if we sell 
peanuts or peanut butter, the U Jnited States Government, which I 
understand is the largest purchaser of peanut butter, will only let the 
troops eat butter made out of No. 1 peanuts. 

Now, it is all right to put 1.5 percent trash in if it happens to be 
made from one type of peanuts, but if it happens to be another you 
can only put half as much trash there and call it No. 1. 

Now, why should one group be allowed to pour twice as much trash 
= ae peanut butter and still call it No. 1 as the other. 

Tuieren. Congressman, I think I have given you the only 
ex ee I can this afternoon. 

= Poace. I think you have, too, and I think it is a very poor ex- 
planation. 

Mr. McMitzan. Who has control of that in the Department—Mr. 
Smith ¢ 

Mr. Tuteren. It is the Agriculture Marketing Service, Fruit and 
Vegetable Division. Mr. Smith is Director there. 

Mr. McMitxan. He would have authority to correct that situation ? 

Mr. Tuicren. Well, as I work within CSS, yes. 

Mr. Poacr. He has had authority to correct that situation for a 
great many years, hasn’t he ¢ 

Mr. Tuicren. And he has had a very difficult time getting the pea- 
nut people to come to some sort of agreement. 

Mr. Poacr. He has the authority, though. That is why I disagreed 
with Mr. Reagan when he assumed the Department will not correct 
anything until we make them. 

Mr. Tuieren. I think at times, in all fairness to Mr. Smith and the 
fellows who work very hard on this question, that there is a question 
as to whether they have authority, or whether they have responsibility, 
which it is difficult to discharge satisfactor ily, w hen there is such a wide 
divergence of opinion w ithin the industry, in fairness to them. 

Mr. Marriews. Mr. Thigpen, despite a unanimity of feelings here, 
I would suspect that if something had not been done, if you take this 
matter to the peanut growers all over the country, there might be a 
difference of opinion. Would you say that is true? 

Mr. Tuicren. I think actually the peanut growers have not been 
so much concerned about this, although they have been pulled into it 
by the shellers. It is something which comes into this very sharp 
competitive picture that the shellers have. And it affects the growers 
to some extent. Your growers usually on a question of this kind 
would line up with the shellers in each area. 
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Mr. Poacr. Mr. Matthews, may I ask you if you know any peanut 
grower in the Southeast, or anyw here else, who has any good reason to 
insist on this differential ? 

Mr. Marruews. I frankly don’t. But to keep the record straight, 
we were talking about Mr. Pace a while ago, and he surely hemmed 
and hawed on that question the other day. 

Mr. Turner might have said he was Mr. Pace’s boss, but Mr. Pace 
never came right out and said, “You are right, Mr. Turner.” He 
ienaneil and hawed. So I agree with Mr. Poage—it is pretty hard 
for me to see why there is this differential. But I just suspect there 
must be some honest differences of opinion somewhere along the line. 

Mr. Tuicren. I think in all fairness, when you look at the way the 
peanuts are sold, you will find you have not only the United States 
standard on shell grades, but you have what are called trade rules or 
trade association rules. And most of the peanuts sold in the South- 
east, for instance, are not on the United States shelled grades 
presently, but against their trading rules. Instead of selling a No. 1 
peanut, they w ill sell a No. 1 peanut with splits in it. Then you “se 
a variation of damage beyond certain limits an dso on—a wide range 
and break, depending on the quality which can be produced. And 
that comes up within other areas. 

Mr. Poace. Well, Mr. Thigpen, I know the Department would be 
glad to see this whole program abandoned. And I know that the 
salters and those people would be glad to see the price drop to $100 a 
ton. I recognize those facts. 

But isn’t it a real fact that if we continue to let these irritants go 
untreated, that we are going to break down the entire program, and 
a lot of people will be glad about it, but it is going to happen, isn’t it? 

Mr. Tuieren. I don’t know whether that is a fair question for me 
to try to answer or not, Congressman. 

Mr. Poacr. Maybe it isn’t. 

Mr. Trigren. As you know, I always try to remove irritants. 

Mr. Poace. But nobody has done anything to remove this one for 
good long time, have they ? 

Mr. Trcren. I wouldn’t say that the Department has not made an 
effort in this direction. And I think at one time the fellows in the 
Agricultural Marketing Service, Fruit and Vegetable Division, made 
a proposal which would have helped, but which at that time, with 
the understanding or lack of understanding that existed, I believe was 
actually opposed “by the people from the Southwest areas, as well as 
some of the other areas. 

Now, I might not myself have agreed with the proposal which was 
made. But in fairness again to the fellows who work on this in the 
Department, they would like to improve it, and they would like to 
have help in getting it improved. And they have had a very tough 
time because of the sharp competitive conflict. 

Mr. McMirian. Well, can they improve it without additional legis- 
lation ? 

Mr. Tuicren. I believe if people would put their heads together and 
work on it, it would be done. 

Mr. Poacr. The Department doesn’t have to have an agreement 
from anybody to change these rules, do they ? 

Mr. Trtaren. In general, it is much better if there can be some 
agreement. 
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Mr. Poacr. Iagree. But they are holding to this rule in opposition 
to 2 of the 3 areas, at least, because obviously the Virginia-Carolina 
people and the southwestern people would like to see the rule changed, 
wouldn't they ¢ 

Mr. THicPEN. On the particular point, I don’t believe—you could 
ask the Virginia-Carolina people—I don’t believe it makes very much 
d.fference to them one w ay or the other. I think if the rule is changed, 
with saying that the damage tolerance in all of these types on No. 1 
peanuts be 1.5 or 2 percent, that it is a sort of a useless move. And 
I would say to you personally, I wouldn’t object to that because I 
don’t care to see the squabbling go on. I think they are going to put 
the peanuts up and sell them for what they are “regardless of the 
Government grades as they stand, and as badly as I “think we need 
serviceable Government grades for merchandising peanuts. 

Mr. Mitier. Mr. Poage, we would like to work out our difficulties as 
well as we could with the producer organizations with the least amount 
of disturbance and discord we could have. I think the Department 
actually appraises every move that it might make, and more or less 
fathoms grower reaction to see what the end result will be. 

Frankly, maybe we would have moved more aggressively in some 
areas than we have, had it not been for the differing views we have 
seen evidenced among the peanut growers. We certainly have no in- 
tent of maintaining a sore spot, so to speak, to the detriment of the 
program. We would like to remove it if we see it is possible and prac- 
tical to do so, for the improvement of the program itself. 

Mr. McMirxian. Should the growers in the Southwest and South- 
east get together on that one point, would the Department correct it? 

Mr. Mutter. I don’t want to answer for the Agricultural Market- 
ing Service, but I would say certainly if it is for the improvement of 

yeanut program and the peanut growers, I see no reason why the 
epartment of Agriculture would not go in that direction. 

Mr. Poacr. Well, as one little irritant, m: iy I ask you about this— 
that is a small irritant. The Burleson bill would correct that. As far 
as I know nobody in the Southeast, nobody anywhere else, has objected 
to it except you, the Department. 

Now Mr. Brooks is a good friend of mine. I admire him as an 
individual and his organization. But you have planted him over in 
our midst, and have let him take money from the cotton coopera- 
tive members and go into the peanut business with it. We want 
to know why the Department is so determined that we shall have to 
have Mr. Brooks’ organization operating in the Southwest. Now, I 
don’t think in the Southeast that has any insistence on that. 
There is nobody among the growers that are demanding that you put 
Mr. Brooks in the Southwest, is there ? 

Mr. Mutter. I know of no growers in the Southwest that are de- 
manding it. I think that the Department has seen fit to recognize the 
cooperative movement for a great number of years 

Mr. Poace. We haven't a bit of objection to your recognizing the 
cooperative movement. In fact, we want you to recognize it. But 
we would like you to recognize our own cooperatives, instead of 
moving somebody from Atlanta, Ga. ., into Texas and Oklahoma. 

Mr. Miter. We are rather hard put, Mr. Poage, to justify limiting 
-~ fields of operation of any cooperative association in the United 
States. 
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Mr. Poace. You immediately recognize and allow them to proceed 
to do things that you don’t allow anybody else to do in that area. If 
you treated them just the same as you treated everybody else, we could 
not object. But you give him all the privileges he enjoys because of 
his well-established cooperative offer in the Southeast, and he actually 
represents peanut growers over there, and I am sure renders some 
real service. I know he has rendered a service in the cotton industry. 
I have no criticism of their organization. All I am saying is, Why do 
you inflict it on us? 

Mr. Miter. Well, I think if any similar coperative association— 
and I am not speaking in favor of Mr. Brooks personally today, en- 
dorsing either cotton or other coperatives, but endorsing the coopera- 
tive movement as a whole—if any cooper ative association should care 
to expand, I think the Department of Agriculture would recognize 
their right to do so. 

Mr. Poace. You let him move over there without one single peanut 
cooperative member, and called his association a cooperative although 
it did not have one single peanut grower as a member. Now, they 
had some cottongrowers, “all right. They have cottongrower members. 
But why should a cotton cooperative, an association made up of peo- 
ple who are growing cotton—why should they receive the advantages 
that are accorded to a peanut cooperative? 

Mr. Miter. Mr. Poage, I don’t know that you would want to limit 
the operations of a cooperative association and prevent its expansion 
merely because it does not have members at the time it intends to ex- 
pand facilities into another area. 

Why should you limit them or exclude them or preclude them from 
moving into that area because they do not have any members as of 
that time—— 

Mr. Poacr. You wouldn’t let the cooperative pickle growers of New 
York come down there and be recognized as a marketing agent for 
peanuts, would you? 

Mr. Mirirr. I would think so, yes, sir, if they had peanut facilities, 
and people who would like to join a cooperative association. I don’ ' 
think the Department of Agriculture or any other organization would 
want to attempt to preclude them from coming into an area. 

Mr. Poacr. I don’t know how far you will go. You have many 
kinds of cooperatives. 

Mr. Miter. We have attempted, and I think have succeeded, in not 
giving any greater benefits to this cooperative association than has 
been given to other cooperative associations or private industry en- 
gaged in the shelling operations. 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Wilson’s cooperative—you make them take all pea- 
nuts, don’t you? They have to take them. And they have to care 
for them. Mr. Brooks just takes what he pleases. It is sort of like 
this railroad fight. The railroads say that the trucks haul what they 
please, and we “force the railroads to haul anything which is offered. 
You force some of these people to do the whole job, : and you let others 
do that part of the job they want to. 

Mr. Miuirr. We have recognized the desirability of extending the 
prime contract price for support through one stabilization coopera- 
tive association. This is a different operation from an individual 
producer or association of producers known as a cooperative. We 
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placed Mr. Brooks and his organization in the latter category. He 
stands in the place of his members individually and separ ately. And 
as such, we think, is entitled to price support in the same manner as 
extended to any individual. That is the way we generally extend 
price supports. 

Mr. Poage. Mr. Miller, all I want to say is there are a lot of little 
irritants building up. And as far as I am concerned in the last 10 
years the Department has not removed one of them, Obviously it is 
going to break the whole program down if it goes on as it is. 

Mr. McMman. To sum up this hearing, we would like to ask you, 
if possible, to see if you can give these people some assistance, and get 
together on this item where there is some controversy, getting the 
Southeast and Southwest on the same basis. 

Any further questions? 

Mr. Asprrr. Yes; I would like to ask him something now. In ad- 
dition to the grades, I don’t believe Congressman Poage went into the 

uestion about differential in price. I am vitally interested in that. 

d I am wondering if any real headway is being made in eliminating 
the differential in price between the various types of peanuts. I 
think that is just vital to our industry if we are going to survive. And 
I don’t see how our people can survive if the Dep: irtment is going to 
maintain the position for this year that it has in the past. I am just 
wondering if any related way has been made in eliminating the dis- 
crimination in the differential ? 

Mr. Mirzier. Mr. Abbitt, Mr. Thigpen has been conferring with 
the growers and associations of growers since we had a meeting with 
Mr. McLain and several members of the congressional committee some 
6 or 8 weeks ago. Mr. McLain has been vitally interested in this 
subject. Mr. Thigpen can explain to what extent he has made prog- 
ress, and as to how soon he thinks he might be able to come up with 
some recommendations. I won't ask him to div ulge what they are at 
the present time because they are still subject to revision. But if he 
can give you a report as to what progress he has made, I think it would 
be good at this time. 

Mr. Asesrrr. It certainly would be helpful. I don’t want him to 
disclose anything. 

Mr. Tuieren. Could I comment off the record ? 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Tuieren. Howard Akers, who worked for a long number of 
years on price supports on peanuts, stated occasionally that many 
people held the view, and he tended to share it, that a pound of sound 
mature kernels was worth the same thing regardless of type. Now, 
that is a rather plausible kind of theory, and a way to look at the 
question. And I, myself, tended to feel that there was considerable 
merit to that point. 

So when this suggestion was made at the discussion some weeks 
back by the people representing the Virginia-Carolina area, and in 
turn by the people representing the southwest area, that the matter 
be approached on that basis, we began digging into it as thoroughly 
as we could. 

Our job on differentials actually would be easier if we could defend 
that position, specifically. 

We have obtained some information in the past several weeks 
which we have not had heretofore, bearing on the question. Here- 
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tofore we have, as a matter of necessity, almost, said that +e would 
establish the price support differentials based on the historical price 
relationships as shown in the market place, and as compiled by the 
Department, because we had absolutely no other method that we 
could use that would let us calculate something that we could explain 
and defend. 

Now, theoretically, too, generally speaking, the best test of price 
re lationship is what is shown by the market over a period of years. 
Yet we realize that when price supports are in effect over a number of 
years, that perhaps you are sort of reading back into the mirror what 
you put there. 

We are not yet ready—I am not yet ready—based on the analysis 
we have made thus far, to make a specific recommendation. I have 
some question as to whether the theory of the same SKM value is ac- 
tually in line with market values. 

Now, I might sidetrack for a moment and say that—by way of 
information—at the hearing, the recent hearing before this subcom- 
mittee, Mr. Reagan, of the Southwest, stated that the Southwest area 
wanted the same value assigned to each percent of SMK, that that 
had been done in such a way for 1951-55 that the value per percent 
of SMK for runners was the same as the value per percent of SMK for 
Southwest Spanish; that is true. But no consideration then was 
given to kernels other than sound mature kernels. 

The net effect of it is that if we were to return to the same thing 
that was used in 1951-55, that the price of Southwest Spanish peanuts 
would be decreased relative to the price of runner peanuts. 

And yet this gets to be a complex, difficult question. And I know 
no way of going at these things, except getting all the information 
we can, putting “it in front of all the people interested, and seeing if 
we can get as nearly as posible a meeting of minds. On this one Tam 
afraid we cannot get agreement in all areas. I am afraid we will be 
left with the responsibility for a decision, which, as I sometimes say, 
will leave people in each area about equally unhappy. No one with 
my disposition likes that. And yet that is what we have to go 
through. 

I do think without question there has been 1 change in the last 2 
or 3 years in terms of variety shifts in the Virginia-Carolina area 
which has modified the market value relationships for these large 
kernels of Virginia type and that some adjustment is needed there. 
Again I am not quite ready to say what I would think would be best 
or least bad on it. 

Mr. Apspirr. When do you think we could reasonably expect to 
have a suggestion ? 

Mr. Tutegren. From the Division standpoint, we want to come to 
some conclusion as to what we think before the end of the month. 

Mr. Miiier. You see, the Department is just as anxious to come 
forth with a solution as you have expressed your desire that we do so. 
We will come up immediately with our recommendation. 

Mr. Ansrrr. I just want to reiterate how important and vital it is 
for the people in our area. I know if we are going to survive, we 
have got to have some substantial relief. I would hate to think that 
a great industry like ours would suffer. 
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Mr. Apert. Here’s the thing we get. We get the complaint that 
the way the thing is being administered means that the same quality 
peanuts are moving slower, and markets are being lost, and the Gov- 
ernment is going to have to go more and more into one area than into 
another, when as a matter of fact it should be going the other way, 
maybe, based on quality. At least we get those reports. 

Mr. Tuicren. I believe the record is fairly clear that the Depart- 
ment has taken most of its peanuts under price support loan from the 
Runner type, and that notwithstanding the differentials. 

Now, that jumped over the fence in 1956 and 1957 when these extra 
large percentages changed in Virginia. You get a very close, a very 
sharp competitive situation here. And it is awfully difficult to know 
exactly what is right. 

Howard Acres said one other thing. That is, the longer I stayed 
around and worked with peanuts, the more I would find out how little 
I knew about them. I concluded he was very nearly right on that, 
too, Congressman. 

Mr. Azsrrr. I would like to ask one thing about your statement on 
the first page. I believe it is the fourth paragraph. You said, Mr. 
Miller, “We believe this increase in consumption of peanuts is asso- 
ciated with somewhat more moderate prices.” 

Mr. Miuter. Yes. 

Mr. Azpsirr. You mean prices to the consumer ? 

Mr. Mitter. In the relationship. A moment ago, I believe the state- 
ment was made that the price of some peanut products to the consumer 
was not less than it was a year ago. If the cost of living has gone up, 
and the cost of food index has risen, and the price of peanuts are the 
same as these were a year ago, they are a better buy today than they 
were a year ago. 

In that line of reasoning, we think that it is to the advantage of 
the producer to not allow peanut prices to rise abnormally high. It 
is our feeling, within the Department, both in the Agricultural Mar- 
keting Service, and in the Commodity Stabilization Service, that 
when peanut prices have been lowered, consumption increases have 
paralleled this lower price. 

Mr. Aserrr. I just wondered when you made that statement, if 
vou or whoever prepared it, knows of any peanut product that has 
decreased or has failed to go up. Let us put it that way. Do you 
know of any that has failed to advance in price? 

Mr. Mitier. I won’t pass on that. I would say I doubt if there 
is actually. 

Mr. Aseirr. It is the fourth paragraph on the first page: 

We believe this increase in consumption of peanuts is associated with some- 
what more moderate prices. 

Mr. Miter. It certainly parallels it, Mr. Abbitt, if it is not di- 
rectly associated with it. We think it is more than coincidental. 

Mr. Assirr. The information I had was that all of the prices of 
the product had gone up. For instance, peanut butter went up from 
49 cents a pound in 1953 to 54.2 in 1958. 

Mr. Miter. Yes, sir; they probably have. 

Mr. Marrnews. And at the same time the prices to the producer 
went down. 

Mr. Asprrr. About 15 percent. That is right, Mr. Thigpen. 
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Mr. Tuicren. The price to the producer is down some. And I 
don’t know quite how to appraise the price on the peanut products. 

Mr. Ausert. Is it true that more peanuts are going into the same 
pound of finished product, such as candy? T hat is what one of these 
witnesses testified to. 

Mr. Tuicren. I believe that there is a change in that direction. 

Mr. Auzert. Is it true that peanuts are doing better with reference 
to their competitors, other nuts and so forth ? Tf they are, well, then, 
this statement could be true. 

Mr. Mitier. AMS tells us that where peanuts become more com- 
petitive with the tree nuts, that they are more acceptable, and they 
enjoy a greater share of the market. 

Mr. Azsirr. In other words, they have gone up less to the consumer 
than the other nuts—even if they have not gone down. 

Mr. Mixer. They have probably gone up less, we will say, than 
the general cost of food has as a whole, including tree nuts. 

Mr. Apsrrr. So in . backhanded way, they have not increased like 
the other commodities ? 

Mr. Mirter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Assirr. Now, is there anything in either one of these two bills 
that the Department favors ? 

Mr. Miter. No, sir. We found nothing, Congressman Abbitt, 
that we favor. 

Mr. Axssirr. You don’t want to fool with a minimum acreage? 

Mr. Miter. No, sir. 

Mr. Apert. You would like the 1,610,000 ? 

Mr. Mixer. Oh, actually we don’t like minimums at any time, Con- 
gressman Albert. But we feel like with a price adjustment, we can 
cet an increase in consumption and an increase in acreage allotments. 

Mr. Appirr. You think we might look forward next year to an in- 
crease in allotments? Certainly Iam for that. 

Mr. Miter. I think if we can get an increase in consumption, if 
we can supplant the tree nuts th: at are used in candy, and the con- 
sumption 1n mixed nuts. I am not an expert on these percentages of 
types of nuts that go into salted nuts, but they say that the percentage 
of peanuts varies ‘directly with the competitiv e price for the other 
nuts in the mixture. And the better the buy in peanuts, the greater 
percent in the mixed nut packaging. 

Mr. Ansrrr. I am not in favor of reducing the acreage allotment 
either. But I thought this bill was sort of in line with the Sec retary’s 
philosophy that he ‘wanted more flexibility in the fixing the allotment. 
And that would be one little bit of thinking he might be interested in. 
Not that the bill lowers the minimum allotment at all, but it just gives 
you the flexibility, that he might go up or down, either way. And I 
thought that was his philosophy, that he would rather have more flexi- 
bility, and not be put into such a straight jacket. But he doesn’t 
even favor that in the bill ? 

Mr. Miter. No, sir. 

Mr. Grant. Do you agree with those in the Southeast that if the 
minimum allotment was ch: inged, that it would increase the acres in 
Virginia? 

Mr. Auserr. It would transfer acres from the Southeast to Vir- 
ginia. 
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Mr. Assirr. Yes, if the minimum were changed. 

Mr. Miter. I don’t know. Jim, are you willing to pass on that? 
Mr. Tuieren. This change in the minimum allotment I believe 
would have no effect as among the areas / 

Mr. Miter. I don’t see how it would affect a different area. 

Mr. Assrrr. If the Secretary would reduce the national allotment 
and up the type allotment. I was for it, if it did do that. 

Mr. Miter. I am afraid, there might be some opposition in other 
areas, 

Mr. Assrrr. I see. 

Mr. McMinian. Any further questions, Mr. Abbitt ? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Miller, and Mr. Thigpen, for being with 
us this afternoon. 

I will ask permission of the committee to insert in the record a copy 
of the report of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., June 9, 1958. 
Hon. Harotp D. CooLey, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 

House of Representatives. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN COooLey: In response to your request we are setting forth 
below our recommendations with respect to H. R. 12566 and H. R. 12545. 
The Department opposes both of these bills because they would tend to main- 
tain high-level price supports on a inflexible basis and would increase and tighten 
rather than reduce and relax the restrictions and regulations by the Government 
affecting the production and marketing of peanuts. During each of the past 2 
years the consumption of peanuts has increased about 8 percent and continued 
increases at this rate would soon bring the supply and demand into balance at 
prices near the present levels. The improvement of the last 2 years in supply- 
demand relationship is related to some downward adjustment of price and the 
orderly supply of peanuts. Adoption of either of the bills would establish pro- 
visions which would tend to nullify the progress made and is directly contrary to 
the administration’s recommendations. 
If either bill were adopted it would result in major changes in the marketing 
quota acreage allotment and price-support legislation as it applies to peanuts. 
Similar provisions are contained for increasing the carryover percentage in the 
normal supply for eliminating Commodity Credit Corporation carryover in the 
supply percentage calculation and in providing for a self-financing price-support 
program. The two bills are also similar in providing for a fund to be used for 
publicity, promotion, and other purposes designed to increase the sale and utiliza- 
tion of peanuts. 
The increase in the carryover percentage for determining normal supply to- 
gether with the elimination of Commodity Credit Corporation carryover from the 
supply percentage calculation will tend to freeze the support price at 90 percent 
of parity. We are strongly opposed to both these provisions. 
Both bills would result in the development of substantial funds to be used in 
publicity and promotion relating to peanuts. These provisions in effect would 
place the Federal Government in the field of promotion of peanuts and peanut 
products. We do not feel that the Federal Government functions should be ex- 
panded into this area of activity. 
H. R. 12566 provides for a reduction of the minimum acreage allotment by 5 
percent. This reduction is offset in part however by the provision that the quota 
shall be 105 percent of the normal supply of peanuts. H. R. 12545 does not con- 
tain these provisions but instead provides for an undesirable increase in the acre- 
age allotment to offset underharvesting of allotted acres. H. R. 12545 also con- 
tains a provision for increase in acreage allotment on an area basis in case 
of short supply. The method of determining short supply proposed constitutes a 
simplification of the present system but appears to be unworkable since it would 
be established on an area basis instead of by types. 
H. R. 12566 would increase the support to the growers by 5 percent if the self- 
financing features have been adopted by the referendum provided for in the 
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proposed legislation. This 5 percent increase provision plus the restriction and 
inflexibility resulting from other provisions would result in 95 percent of parity 
support in most years. This compares with 82 percent of parity support in 1958. 
H. R. 12545 does not contain the 5 percent increase provision. Instead it 
changes the supply percentage for 90 percent of parity from 108 percent to 102 
percent and thus increases the possibility of support at less than 90 percent. 

H. R. 12545 contains two provisions which are not closely related to the re- 
mainder of the bill. One of these provides for a level of support of constant 
value per sound mature kernel for each of the types. This would result in 
undesirable rigidity in the price-support program. The second proposal provides 
the Secretary shall not enter into any contracts with associations performing 
shelling operations where contracts are not available on the same basis to other 
shellers. The Department feels that this provision also places unnecessary 
restrictions on departmental operations. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
TRUE D. Morsg, 
Acting Secretary. 

Mr. McMinzan. Does any other person in the audience want to 
make a statement / 

Mr. Rawuines. I would like to make one brief statement, Mr. Chair- 
man. The statement filed by Congressman Abbitt representing the 
views of the Virginia Carolina Peanut Association on behalf of 
Virginia and North Carolina growers, I want the record to show 
clearly that that is a sheller and end users association. The growers 
have no connection with it whatsoever. 

Mr. McMittan. Thank you, Mr. Rawlings. 

Is there anyone else who did not have an opportunity to make a 
statement that would like to be heard ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. OMAR BURLESON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE 17TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
TEXAS 


Mr. Burieson. Mr. Chairman, may I just say this to the commit- 
tee—if I may have leave to file a short statement. I have already 
testified on the bill I introduced, 12545. But to point up this stand- 
ard and uniform grades and price supports, just today, a little while 
ago, I did drop in the hopper, which I hope will be helpful to the 
committee, a bill pinpointing these two particular subjects. And 
if I just may read into the record just two short paragraphs, leaving 
off the formal enacting clause and so forth. 

“(a) The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 as amended be 
amended by adding as section 305 the following: 

“Grade standards and definitions established by the United States 
Government either on a basis of voluntary or mandatory use, for 
peanuts, shall be uniform among the various types of peanuts, ex- 
cept for variations as to size of the peanuts. 

“(b) The Agricultural Act of 1949 as amended is amended by 
adding the following sentence at the end of section 403 : 

“In the case of peanuts, the same support price shall apply to each* 
one per centum sound mature kernels for all types with premiums 
to be determined by the Department of Agriculture for extra-large 
Virginia type peanuts, and for Valencia type peanuts that are suit- 
able for cleaning and roasting.” 
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(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HON. OMAR BURLESON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
17TH DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Three major objectives will be accomplished by this bill, all of which are 
highly desirable and should be encouraged by Congress. These objectives are: 
1. Permit peanut growers to put the price-support program on a Self-help 
basis and remove the burden of the program from the taxpayers. The costs 
of carrying out the price-support program would be financed by deductions 
from the price received by growers. 

2. Provide for an expanded market for peanuts through a promotion program 
financed out of deductions from the price received by growers. 

3. Correct certain defects that have developed since the last revision of peanut 
legislation in the early 1950's. 

I strongly believe that Congress should give peanut growers an opportunity 
for self-help program in financing the costs of the peanut price-support program 
and in promoting peanuts. 

Congress should provide for the correction of certain grave disadvantages 
under which the Southwestern peanut industry is now forced to labor as a 
result of present legislation and the administration of this legislation. 

At the present time the support price on a ton of southeast runner peanuts 
is between $5 and $6 below the support price on a ton of southwest Spanish 
peanuts of the identical grade. As a result of this great disparity in support 
prices and as a result of the very high quality of southeast runner peanuts, 
the southeast runner peanuts have been displacing southwest Spanish peanuts 
in the edible market. 

The evidence is overwhelming that the southeast runner peanut is an ex- 
tremely high-quality peanut. This is freely admitted by the growers and shell- 
ers of southeast peanuts. For example, at a meeting held by the Department 
of Agriculture on March 14, 1958, in Washington, D. C., the representative 
of all the growers and shellers in the Southeast area testified that all types 
of peanuts are completely interchangeable and substitutable. He stated that: 
“T was instructed to state at this meeting that the peanut growers of the South- 
east and the peanut shellers of the Southeast are opposed to any allocation of 
peanuts on the basis of types. All type peanuts are good peanuts. They are 
completely interchangeable and substitutable * * *” 

Similar statements have been repeatedly made by other representatives of 
the Southeast area. 

The manner in which runner peanuts have been displacing Spanish peanuts 
is dramatically shown in the use of these peanuts in the making of peanut 
butter. In the 1946-47 marketing year, only 92 million pounds of shelled run- 
ner peanuts were used in making peanut butter. By 1956-57, the last complete 
marketing year, the use of runner peanuts in making peanut butter had in- 
creased to 177 million pounds. In sharp contrast, the use of Spanish peanuts 
in peanut butter decreased from 175 million pounds to 105 million pounds dur- 
ing the same period. The fine quality plus the low prices of runners have 
caused peanut butter manufacturers to favor runner peanuts to the serious 
detriment of Spanish peanuts. 

The following table shows by years and in millions of pounds the quantities 
of shelled runner and shelled Spanish peanuts used in peanut butter: 





Marketing year Runner | Spanish | oe year — | Runner | Spanish 
a eerie fest —_____— 
ee SIO aoa 92 175 || 1952-53.......-...-- | 167 60 
Se nee eokeanes cane 83 | 157 || 1953-54. ----.---.-- 152 96 
NII ieton d= nen an cele 77 | 161 || 1954-55. ..-..--- oo 166 | 71 
SREP. 5553550125 --2-- 2064] 106 148 || 1955-56....-....... 154 | 136 
RD cibuswsnacovarcepabeeal 139 | 134 || 1956-57. ..------ 177 | 105 
POR coins onncacnaduls : | =] 


This bill would provide for equality in support and would help check the 
shift away from Spanish peanuts to runner peanuts. 

This bill provides for the growers in each area financing the costs of diverting 
the surplus in their area. It would be most unfair for growers in areas not 
producing surpluses or producing only small surpluses to bear the cost of sur- 
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pluses in other areas. For example, during the last 6 years (1952 through 1957) 
there have been losses in the Southwest area in 2 of these years. There were 
losses in 1953 and 1955. During the same 6-year period there were substantial 
losses in the Southeast area in 5 out of the 6 years. The total losses during this 
6-year period in the Southwest area were approximately $7 million, compared 
to approximately $48 million in the Southeast area during the same period. 
Furthermore, it would be an impossible undertaking to persuade growers in the 
Southwest area to accept a uniform deduction program. 

There is an urgent need to take action now to protect the peanut marketing 
quota, acreage allotment, and price support programs. The opponents of the 
peanut price support program will not remain idle in the future in response to 
inaction on our part. Twice during the last few years the peanut price support 
program has come close to being voted out as a basic agricultural commodity. 
When such an attack is launched on the program it is too late then to make con- 
structive reforms. The peanut industry today faces a golden opportunity to 
set its house in order so that it can effectively withstand attacks. 

This bill should have the support of all who want to put the peanut price 
support program on a sound basis so that it can effectively withstand the attacks 
upon it. 


Mr. Poage. That is, of course, exactly what I was trying to ask the 
witnesses if they favored. I wonder if we could ask if there is anybody 
in the room that objects to either one of those things, other than repre- 
sentatives of the Department and the salters and roasters—of course 
they object. Is there anybody, though, that represents any peanut 
producer that objects to either one of those proposals? 

Mr. Grant. This is rather a limited audience to take a poll on. 

Mr. Matruews. As I said before, I certainly cannot see any. 

Mr. McMiutian. If no one else cares to be heard, the committee will 
go into executive session. 

(Whereupon, at 4:10 p. m., the committee went into executive 
session. ) 





